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. Abstraég
‘ v . . . Ce ,"_.
:,Th;s1r§search examine% gFabili;y‘?f classroom behavior from.
,“sevé;él perspectives: 1) the'rzlagiyg consisterfcy of/teacher‘éehavigr
in two.different segtions‘pf.thg'same:céugse taughi éﬁncurféntly;”

.

'Z) the’ relative copsistency of student behavior .in math and English

»
v /

classes attended'concurrentlif‘ahd_3) differences in student and -

s . « ’

teacher'beﬁavidr in math vs. English'classes”(to determine the

“ [y
¢ »

effects of subject matter on teacher and studeﬁt behavior). In general,

. -

stability ‘coefficients obtained here wete much ‘higher than those
n - ,/I

expected on the basjis of é;@lier research on stability ;n courses

A ¢t

R - ‘ / . .
taught successgively rather than concurrently. Even so, high infere7ce

hd .

fatings were more stab)e than low inference counts of discrete

’

‘behaviors, and many Behaviors did not occur often enbugh to allow

stable meaSurement, despite intensive observation: &he'data are

digcussed with r jerencé to implementing different treatments in..

<

experiméntal'stédies in bgder toidocument the differential effeéts,

. . ’

~and in rgféreﬁce_to the péssibility of linking teachef stability én

. clusters of variables with'irformation about ‘studefit outcomes.

L - T ls J
g ,
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~ ' Introduction . ) .

3

. The degree o which teacher behav}or is cqnsistent~or,stab1é
ki i

across observatfons is. important te investigations of the }elatioﬁships

-

between teachirf processes and their oytcomes. It affects the mignitude

- .

of potential cffrrelations between process measures and outcome measures

o
i LY A |
-

in mich the Jbne way_that test-retest reliability (stabilityj affects'

Pt

e

. > A I
the potentiaff”correlations between teést’ scores and other measures.
\ y - - : ‘ - :
N c L v . 2 N
Stabijfty also enters into theoretical conceptualizations. Many

Ainvestigations of .teacher gffectivengssjare based on a stated ot

a

implied interest in generic teaching Behaviors'igﬁt cut across contexts,
C . . e . N y .
subject matter, student types, and other variables often used to
»— * . -,

-«circumscribe discusslons.bf'teacﬂing. The idea is to iden;ify’re}a~

» /o »
. .

tionships beﬁween'gene;ic teaching variables and genérié outcomes.
. . ° - .
This approach is tenablé only if there really -are generic teaching

.
'

varidbles with generic outcomes. . .

)

There-was little interest in the stability of classroom process'

H

meésurgs until fairly recently. There is consi@grablé interest

péesenfly, partly because of greater recognition of the considetpfi;ns

described dho?e,'%nd partIy‘because of two Yecent influences. One

has been the aﬁpéarance and aftermath -of Dunkin and“Biddle's (1974)

" The Study of Teaching. After reviewing mdst bf the existing process-

»

outcome research on teaching, these authors concluded that a major

<

\,defiégency of this research had been the failure to take into account

K}

1 -~
.
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Y 2 4 5*
classroom context variables fhat influence processes and process- ,
outcome relationships. Context was presented as a topic worthy of
- 4

consideration in its own right’ and also as something that needed

-
f
’

to be taken into account more successfully in research on process-

Some important contexts_might_beisubject ’ '%%

outcome relationships.
. individual seatwork or grade level

matter, area, class discussion\vs
) N

The other recent influence which has led to an interest in the
’

stability of classroom processes has been the application of general—

izability theory to classroom behavioral data (Shavelson and Dempsey~

\. . .
Applying statistical concepts and procedures developed .

‘Atvood, l976). , ;
methodologists? interested in

from test and measurement approaches
genéralizability theory have elaborated.the point made aboye, that

process-outcome relationships are, affected by the stability of process

+

measures, illustrating some of_their'conclusions with stability data

.

. from existing 3tudies.
’ /- N . , . V
Shavelson and Dempsey-Atwood (1976) surveyed most of the existing

.
-

stability data on classroom processes and concluded that generaliza-
P . 8 "
ﬂeasurement

bility of many of these measures is limited in most cases.

1s not yet standardized, since a variety of observatiOn systems are

(/.)
used. Also, context is seldom varied infways that would allow its
rd . ' \/ v . »
effects to be included in reséarch designs systematically rather than

.
kS

left to contribute to error variance yielding low Stability in process

% .
In general, they found that global ratings were more stable

megsures.
%

1

. o
‘ »
G
o N
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than low inference frequency counts of discrete behaviors. Low stability

|
in frequency counts often is due to low frequency occurrence, which
1 »~ . * :
* festricts variance so that stability calculations are based on

td
I3

inherently unreliable data. Also, low inference bariables are more

subject to context effects,and .therefore more subject to instability

when context is overlooked.
&

. L

In contrast to generalizability theory approaches, studies
. y ! . . A « ] -
designed and conducted by-the C?ﬂ?elates of Effective Teaching Program .
are based.on'attempts to understand the reasons for instability. The

* + . ¢

Junior High School study, from which these data come, is one df a

) series of programmatic efforts to stnny teaching processes and the
{ ' . . . )
variaales which affect them.. These studies,have shown that there are
S - .

. ‘few, if any, generic teaching pro?esses (certainly none that’ can be
}

expected to have constant and predictable effects across settings), SO
Y

that it is likely that searching for them w1ll not bé very fruitful.

. Instability of procésses across contexts is viewed as not only unavoid—
» * \

able but apprqpriate'or ideal: teachers should teach differently in *

' different contexts, and effective teachers are likely to do so. The

. I T .

task of researchers who want to.understand teaching effectiveness is to

« « 5

) identify and examine these context differences. Treating them as

error variance and either ignoring or try1ng to minimize them will

< . . =~

. mask orderly relationships. oot )

d .

' Before discussing the Junior High School-Sthy and the stability

-

data for this report, some of 'the findings.from earlier process-

‘ . 10




-~ . . ) hd . , ‘ . 4 )
. . .
product research at second and third grades (The Texas Teacher _
.‘EffECtiyeneéé Study) will be discussed as background (Bropﬁy and

» Evertson, 1976; Note 1). In that study, context distinctions were

. s

built into data collection and analyses. Therefo&s;‘systemétic» ;
14 .

A -

,differences in patterns of process-outcome relationships could be

>

examined for differlent settings (low 'vs. high socio-economic schools)

and for teacher-student interaction occurring in different contexts
. N

(whole class vs. small group interaction$ and contactg initiated by
teachers vs. contacts initiated by students). * ~‘qp
L . '

Stability of process measures was also examined across time (two N

. »

school years) and acros$ contexts (whole class 'interactions in the

morning and in the afternoons, as well as those-in small groups). In .

~

general, these investigations revealed that hiéh inference ratings

i

were more stable than scores based upon low inference ‘Coding of

Fdiscréte behaviors. This agrees in general with the Shaqglson‘hnd

' .

Dempsey~Atwood findings. ) - .

« .

In particular, 4 set of 12 high inférencs ratings developed by

Emmer (Noté€ 2) .and discué§éa in Emmer qqd'PéEk.(l973), showed cor-

¢

» .

. . . . s . .ot . "
relations of .53 to .86 across contexts within the same school year, °

- ~

an& nine of these 12 rating scakes showed correlatiqﬁ; between .55\and

.88 across school years (Brophy, Coulter, Cra%ford; fbéntsoh, and King

1975). Two of the threé measures’ that were mot stable @cross®

’ &

years concetned student rather than teacher behavior (pupil pissivity

0 R .

and pupil-pupil intéfaction),‘wh}ch is not surprisiﬁé, since diffefent
- . v . s N .

*
\




pupils were involved. However, the teacher measure that did not_show

consistency was a rating of teacher presenta;ion, one of the variables

identified by Shavelson and Dempsey-Atwood as: likely to be consistent.

€ K3

The data on stability across years in this earlier study‘(Brophy,

Evertson, Crawford,-King and Senior, Note‘3), probably were artificially (/

. . . t . .
low for at least two reasons. One was that there was a district-wide
» : - ‘ .'u . ' . “
mandated change in curricula and methods between the two years. We
suspect that this is one reason why "teacher presentatdon of subject

~
-

’ : v . . M
matter' was not stable, as previously mentioned. A second reason wd?
. . °

that only four observations were comducted per © assroom in the first

1}

year of thestdd& , compared to 14 in the second year. Four observa-

, tions simply were not enough to obtain-a reliable sample of many of

. * . M . J
the behaViors being codeds

Texas "Junior High School Study
. ) t - * ’ - ' * ’ M
The data collecthd'in the Texas Junior High School Study ‘are.

-

more aiited to the assessment of stabi@;y of classroom ‘process

measure . -The,des;gn was improved over Fhe earlier study in several
M . 3 .
ways- for the purpose of "examining stability: 1) Data were collected

R \ . v K

'during the same_school year in parallel sections of seventh and eighth

.
L3

gradeAmathematiés or English classes taught.bx~the same teachers in
the same schools; 2) Pairs of observers alternated visits to 136
. . - v’ . P .

?dasSrooms averaging 20 hours of observation ' in each; ‘3) Data were - .
. . /_.__, ri . ’

collected on a large number of individual students, enabling investi-

4 w -

gations of student effects on stability as well as teacher effects;

Aand 43 The low inference ¢oding system was modified especially for
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v

.
.

-

@

use in§Secondary classrooms in order to capture‘appropriate contextual B - '
f . e v ) - g ’ |

differences. Details of sample selection, methodologv and rationale'

. N - ‘ . ' ’ 4 5@4;
for the Junior High School study 'are discussed below. E, v ¢y
. v ‘ & -, . . ;

- oo : Methodology and Rationale o o S e
'] . o ii—; \ ) LN ",'\ ‘

< Descriptiqn of the\Sample. Sixty-eight teachers (39 in, Engliah_ ‘@f*, |

and 29 in Math) ‘were observed in nine of the-11 Junior h1gh sc@ools .

in a large urban school distr1ct. Since two sections-for each ; i

- N : ) - } ' . i
teaéher were observed there’ were %axotal of 136'classrooms in all;

. s e . ) v
' Two observersaalternated VLSltiD*{hese classes,, averaging 20 one~-

ki ’

. \ .
hour observations in each class, a though the actual-range was from

< .

-

16 22 observatjons. Observatlons E%gan in earlysfall l974 ahd -

N ‘

ended‘in May, 1975. Junior h1gh SChOOlSnln the d1str1ct were

b .
‘.1*

- «

ancluded in a local busing plan whichxprovided for busing of black
.. 5 s J L b,

students (onLy) to the prédominately white Junipr h1gh schooﬂs, ) .

- . . N

s - o - R . °
Téachagé“selected for_ the study‘V%T“/those with at least dne
[ ] sy o -

previous year, of experience in their subJect matter area. Student

PN N
’ . -

’ T
e

. .
teachif8$& first year Teachers, or teachers who shifted into- ehese

. area&ﬁﬁiom some other subJect matter were not 1ncluded Each

F ~li§99rfé“t sChooégiubiec;/éreas allowed aﬁalyses of pog‘!ble -
.'I'r[““".- /.? . ' . .

s et

a =

9
teacher was observed in two separate sections of his or her

s

subjecﬁ.matter.(math or English) which allowed systematic attention .

- . 9 o ' oo . )

to th¢ question of teacher stability ver8us variability in process .
- S . . . 7 ~ = R - = *

behavior acrpss tlassroom settings. Inclusion of two different but




AR
L

. - . K
. \ . ! |
g, J . ' s S N * L ’ i
: -’

. .7
differences between optimal teaching for English versus math teachers.

Cx ' The teacher sample was unusually complete and-represenfative.

-

- . ; N + o * .
« The number of teachers in the sample was not only large enough- to allow
¥ - [ / =4
A R cqnfidence in the- statistical analyses to be used but it was repre—-

.
. v [

sentative in that it included almost all eligible teachers in the clty B = -

school system.and was reasonably free of volunteer effects or other :
- e § o ’ .
sample bias effects. ' , d - : "
Approximately twelve students in each class were randomly chosen ) ‘
N " . within sex as "target" students (total N=l412) It was apparent that D
oy, 'y
\ - observers would not be able to identify and remember code'numbers for

’
2

}& - ) all students in each clgss in which they observed (some observers saw
Voo as many as 500 - 600 students a week). Therefere, in order to be’able .
. . ' |

- ]

to fecordlat’least some individual student data, a small subsanfple of

. . / ’ .
.- 3,£arget students was’ identified in each class. These “"target" students

N r

were selected randomly from teachers'’ rolls befofe an} observations were
- Wl h Tk )

conducted in any élassrooms. These students were.assigned-identifi-

,cation numbers which were, used to record each dyadic ‘contact that. they .

B - shared with the teacher. The remainder of ‘the class (non—target, ' S
N ¢ total §72008)‘¥sre also included in the data collection, but their ) ) )
h responses were designated only by check marks in the male or "femile" '
A cblumns provided on the coding sheets. Thése undifferentiated dyadic . - o
.. contacts were used in aggregate scores or, for computing class means and ' X
v o . - -
T Ptoportions for each_teacher} ' S - LI R
. t .o o ) R

I . .
One exception to random selection was made, hovever. In se1ecting
target students, Fefforts were -also made to use a large sample of

¥ o
S . * . s’ . .

R N
. .




students who were attending both-a math and 4n English class included ‘

in the study (N*l99) “These selection procedures resulted in a subgroup

rQ
_— ofgstudents~who,were'taught by two different teachers.. This subgroup \ . \
2. O . T : . . \ v
t: R willibe referred to as “overlap" students.. Therefore, the design of . ’.
. the study made it possible to examine Stability of individual teachers' «

s . , i . . . .
behaviors across sections, and also ‘stability of individual student

¢ . R - ! " )
, A . ..

. i . . . ) r "'21: & s
behaYior across teachers and subJect. ’ . ‘ o

Vet

{‘ -
) . : - e .

. In most cases, the sections taught by each teacher were ostensiblye

.

alike, so that the students différed, but the subject matter content, . )

. . . I3 " ¥ . s N
LI - . . s N N

. R - N
teacher, and school were “the same.” Some differences weye introduced,
< . ¥ s ! . ’

-

however, by traiking'within schOols. This sometimes created differences

/7 ' -
between the student popnlations in.the two classrooms of interest. ” In-

3 o % . - .

general however, there was reason to expect stability. ? , c . 1
. :’ o This expectation was enhanced by the fact that the study was con- . . ,\]
e » finedetQ\téaCherS wha had taught for at least a year in their presenz . i
’ subject natter area and to c1ass sections that met continuously and thus . i
L were structurally comparable (we avoided.split sections that met for - ) ’

part of the‘timelhefore lunch and~the.remainder of the time after'lunch.) i .

' - e h : : -
¢
7

. 1t was believed that by examining stability across contexts of

&

. subject matter and time of day, we would be hétter able to determine

’ 5 -
. 3 .

. . A .
how those contexts affect other findings of the study and to take -

3
PR

into account sfudent effects on teachers. Analyses such as those

discGSSed in this paper will serxve Eoffﬂentify classroom processes

and teacher. behaviprs and characteristics which are gereric-and Lo

stable and those which are situation specific. . : .

. |
° N . :
< . ¢ Bl

EMC,"' | ; -

J—
. L - ;
s .o .

v

N .




Description of the Instruments

13

3 t

A 1ist and brief description of the data subsets is provided in

A Y .. ' . & . .
oy //ﬁl;:ldix A. ' , ; e

. . . ) . . 1} ,L( . H . . «

', ) Classroom Observational Coding System. The primaFy low inference ¢ "

. 3 N v s

- 5 X
observation instrument was an adaptation of the COdingrsystem used in . -

-

AR Y *

‘fﬁ?\; ,the Texas Teacher Effectiveness Study (Brophy & Evertson, Note 4; Brophy,
’ Evertson, Baum, Crawford and Edgar Note 5) See Appendices B &'C for

copies of the coding sheets. This modified instnument was developed to

N

ge: of varkables including most of those stressed by

. include a wide ran
‘\ 0 bl }

; the observatignal systems)that have been used most fr

educational research, as' well as some unique to this system.

- - .
The major | \ T
N v

»

) adaptations and expansion were done to add variables based on Kounin's

[

;. ' (1970) research on classroom management techniques, and to break down . ‘o
|

I f0 o

i ) teacher behavior more specifically according to context Variables having v

-l&
-~

to do with the time and nature of classroom interaction during which a
S ) N , . i b t
b particular observationctook place. ‘ . T -

A

R The coding system provided space for coders to record the amounts " 4

¢ ‘°A '\ "“
LT . % - 2
N "~ of time teachers spent in various activities such as: -class.discussion,' ot
drill, lost time, transitions, etc. Space Vas also provided for coders
by

-,

to check off the content area of the lessons for that ?§§ (e. g., d1vision

A c .
4 »

with whole numbers or fractions for. math classes, or gramﬁar,

drama \ ‘ ) .f%:
. presentations, literatyre, etc., for English classes) : ." . ' égﬁﬁ
PR
- \’h Another addition to the coding system was prov¥ision for g?detailed v E
t} o recording of student misbehaviors (mila misbehaviors, socializing, : . Tt g

- 3 . . ]

. sassing, verbal or physiéal aggression) and the manner‘in_which the - ' . .
. - ¢ 4, . *

.- g -
i - .
* - \ - .

N . s ‘ - . -
e i

-
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teacher handled the 1ncid%ntw In‘addition, "coders recorded the appro-

s

"pria eness of the disciplinary intervention (target error,.timing error or .

. T . *
. ; . - Ty ¥ ) . )
‘overr.act' ignore). This allowed us to«examinennot only the ty(;Aof N
¥ “ . ot

student misbehav1or Put teacher reaction tp iiiand iﬁs appropriateneSsu

H

The system was, expanded to include categorles allowing, detailed

-

coding of teacher—initlated versus student—initiated publ%e response ;/“

- ‘. .

opportunities, pr1vate contactulnltlated by‘student or teacher (work-
. 4 . ‘ - g |
A} ) . . . i
related, procedural;, or personal-social) and classroom behavior--','rel'ated,i
&' ¥ A ’ ; ’ . * - A ’ ‘ ;. ' V ' } ”"'
b . ~ . ¢ . . 0 » . ¢ . i
incidents. In all, the system was more complex and detailed than previous
!

. systems (Brophy &,Evertson, Note 6) in order to allow recordlng of behax}ors

“

-

per average'claSS period (50 iﬁ this case),thus giving an index of

f‘\ e A 9 . R \‘\
we belleved‘more likely to occur with older students., \;:
. ¢ ' .~:‘\ K "- . « , . ,"
Observers were trained to the reliability criterion of 80% agreement,

.
0

,% agreement = -

s %

Codes agieed upon by Coders A & B .
Coder A's codes (which Coder B missed) + Coder B's codes
(which Coder A missed) + those agreed on by both + those
coded by both but d1sagreed on.\ , .

- - !

- R i

-

‘ X
iSee Coulter (Note 7) for g detailed explanation of tra1ning procedures.

-
“'_‘, .

In all over 768 frequenc1es were tallied from this system, prov1ding ' -

’

I3 b

" measures of absolute as well’as,relative pccurrence of giyen teaeher‘

.

behaviors. y g ’ < >
. . ", ; - 5

Each -behavior coded with the low-inference coding system was ihdividually
tallied and .summed and thesé:frequencies yielded two types of scores:

(1) -xate scores, for 'which frequencies were divided by number of minutes

L]

‘ .

the absolute or mean rate at whiéh certain behavioré occurred (such

- ¢ . . -

as"orrect answers per observatiQn), and (2)'proportion scores,

. : .
. . , !
~ . . 17 ¢ ! - !
& n . / A
. . . . N .
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==,

© y

" ;

. / . o - '
fthe/coding sy’tem by the frequencies of the major categories, in -
} .

~
’ -

N ‘e

- ' - \ iy 4 b .
,one value in the numefator .or denominator. For example, the variable’
v 4

&

by the total number qf tiimes that students in thedciass said that they

[ . . « . .. 4:;

did’not kniow.or\made no esponse. Y : - !
L ] 4

. ~ /Y { !

’

)
reflects the propc|tion of ‘behavior contacts coded as limited to a

. (2] -

espons- (vs. honverbal intervention, criticism, or threat)

s .

management

B

o

and as containing no error (vs. a target errof,gamtiming error, or an ot
N I"

\ overreaction) Each behavior contact that was solved with only manage-

. w B0
!

vt .

\

lumerator of this proportion, and the sum of these
¥, '

the total used n the

ment response and solved in a way, that involved no erxon c;;ﬁted*toward

e
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o interventions Was diyided by the total number of behavioral_interven—

T . tions observed in the - classroom to obtain the proportion score. Three

e ,

- of the following sections wiﬂl include data derived from this coding

K ) system using these measunes. o oo . . ’

L

i Classfbom Observation Scaies. In addition to codiné classroom

.

) 'Sehavaqu, observers also filled out at least one- set of 12-item

+

classroom observation scales per observation. For each item, they"
L ‘rated on a five-point scale such variables as level of student

attention, clarity of presentation, enthusiasm, and negative or i

3

positive. affect. (Reliability was computed by percent agreement within

- 3 M

. -+ .~ one point, and this ranged from 71% te lOOZ)s Also, observers rated

- e ("r: 1
the presence or absence of certain types of teacher questions: memory—

@

“

fact related, bigher cognitive level, or personal-self questions

’ - o v
N ~

Ao ’
Observer Ratings of Teachers. At the end of the year, observers

-7
filled out another set of five-point scales, which included 79 ratings
of teacherd on attributes such as personal-social interactive style,
\ . .

competency in their subject area, and classroom organization and control.

Since each teacher was rated by more than one observer, their ratings

Rucag? " were correlated to get reliability d‘fimates.l Fifteen items were;;j -
- . .‘?a%ropped for unreliability when p >.10. Even so;\there is some reason
% i i' to suspect halo effect in these ratings, since 42 teachers were seen in
% o i o t
‘%QR . ‘:both*their sections by the same two observers, 22 teachers were rated
v, » REVINS

\ by three observers, and oniy‘ﬁoﬁr teachers wére rated by four obsérvers.
N “,4 ‘\ !. .
’ . | . .
-9 i ‘ ‘ ’-
s, - . . . &

2

VERIC.: & T
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. Observer Ratings of Students. In addition, ooservers also

~

completed 26° five—point rating Scales on each ta*get student they _

observed, dealing with work habits, likeability, classroom conduct,

’ [

and physical development. Again, each target student was seen py at

least two observers. Reliability estdimates for these items were high

(2 01)

on target students regarding- likeability, achievement level, motivation

v

In addition, teachers filled out a five-item rating scale

work habits and ctlassroom behavior.

Student Ratings of Teachers. At the end of the school year, students

’

'were asked to £ill out nine five—point rating scales about their

3

These scales inclpded essentialfy'tyo types of items: those

teachers.
which assessed general\liking'of the teacher ("I would go.to this

teacher if T had a Rroblem") and those which assessed the degree the(:

student felt he learned the subject matter ("I learned a lot from this
teacher'"). All students, both’target and non-target, filled out these.

. ‘ratings. s

Data Analysis

rd

Two types of analyses were performed, a series of tﬁo:gaé classifi~-
P 78 : |

cation analyses, of variance and a seties of Pearson product-moment

correlations. In the case of the analyses of variance, rate and propor—

. fr 2]
tion scores, high—inference observer ratings, and the student ratings .

.
' -

of teachers were used as dependent measures in analyses which examined

stability across subject matter. Since each teacher taught 'two sections

- ~ - f -
of his or her subject, these are referred to as first and second S e

\ -
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o '

.

’

:
f 14

obgserved sections.‘ Class section, in this case, was included in the

N

analyses:as a within—groups factor. Therefore, ‘there were rate~and .

‘proportion variablds for all classes;*and the classes were categorized

T

‘on the besis of subject matter EE?&weenfgroups math and English) and -

clasé se%?ion (witﬁin—groups;-first vs..second observed section)i L
. \-l
See Tabla 1 for information about the spacing of these sections: <
/

This. alldwed examination of the effects of subject m&tter, ‘and class
section,;and interactions between the two. Section II will deal with
“ Ty .

findings from these ranalyses. oo, -

-

\ v . e e

Correlations were'also computed for all variables across class

sections., The results of this analysis will be presented in Sectfpn

02
- a

T and will indicate which behaviors of teachers are unstable across

-

his or her two sections and which are unaffected_byagection differences,

~

* In addition, correlations were computed:for thé sﬁbsample of overlap

» .

students who were observed in both a math and an English class involved

-

in the study. This aﬁalysis permitted examination of student behaviors

v .

and ofvteacher Behaviors toward individual students in the two classes’
) . .

in which the student was‘obseréed. These .results, presented in Section

. N . l - ’
* III, will be discussed in terms of student effects on teacher and .

'3 [

c¢lassroom processes. \ . .
. .

" In summary, the following“sections ?f this report each address .
.
the issue of stability vs. variability in,classroom p;ocess measures

! \ N .

Jn naturalistic classroom observation. ' They examine this issue by

e \

separately considering ‘these possible sources of instabilit9

.
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behaviors which vary across sectiong of the same Subjec}

. -
behaviors which vary across two-subject matt

low inférence measures

across two different classes and teachers (Section I11)

“

AN

5

Lo
»
-,
. S L
%
. »
-
.
.
-

(Section II)

-
-
.
.
“ye
¢
-
/
-
.
”
"
«

4

v 7

. matter, taught by the same téachér (Section I)

e;s‘using high and .

’

behaviors which arie affected by iﬁdividualnstudent variations - - o
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q

een the Two Sections of . i
the Same Subject for All Variables

. 4
. * - \

-

1

' The'analyses~for tiiis_se¢tion were done by correlating all variqbles

4

o d -
inference and the low inference coding system data. Data are presented ,,/17/"”:5%

and discusigd~in térmgqgi;ihose'measures'whichﬂéhqw'high‘or low stabi}/////

-

" for each téacher's two class sections. They include both the high : )

/

lity within the year and those which do not.c/- oo

“"Content Formats (See Section 2 of the coding sheets in“APpendix'B) . o
: ° ! * / Q“ . : i . .
Observers noted the }eséon format during each observation and ,

4
.

. .
' . . . ’
/ - .

.checked the appropriate categories. —

/

Information for developing these ifstructdonal formats\waé obtained

- by preobservation and interviews witW teachers. Theése formats included
N - “V L Y
.. 11 categories for content areas coyered during English classes, and six /
. /u e . R -
) ] ; . . .
/ for-activ:;}es during ‘math classes. A residual "other" category was
IR ’ Cos ) .
| added to each set to allow for recording of content greas that ‘did not .
. - / . P AN 7
- o —fit within the coding schemes. These data were summed and converted!| y
Y o . “ . ’ - { 5{//{‘:
‘ to frequencies per s§s hout. . ’ LT
7 K . " . - B ',‘r/‘ -
. . . / . A { yf =
. " FX . . 3 3 £
J ‘ ~ A !
. PO . Indgrt Table 2 -about here Ty
B S " E f‘/ Y 4
Correlations of these format scores,across the two class. sections .
R Paa -
. : , T N
. in which each teacher was observed yielded information on'thefﬁegrea;,.~,\¥
” A - . N - ‘ i L
to which the teachers initiated similar instructional activities in - . - 'o-3. 7
. . = ~ b 4 *
1] , . ‘ N 5“1\
3 - ~ t £y ’
s . A g I's - . X!‘
M - \ e R
' SR A + )
- . A
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their two classes. High consistency was expected here, because the . -

. | two classes observed ‘for each teacher were sections of the same course,
3 ’ _. ’ : )
and because thgse sections generally were observed across similar

™~ patterns of cbservationa1=visits (i.e., the observers set regular

codiné schedules dur;ng/each week to spread visits as evenly as pos-

o . .
sible). Thus, if the teachers taught similar content, the data on

-

formats should have yieided strong positive correlations. The data
< * 4 N
presented in Table 2 indicate that this was ;he case. All correlations

; : T :
were sigpiflcant beyond the .01 1evel, and all but one were above .65

. * The only i:ception was the relative frequency of drama exercises in

N, English cl

l\_‘ .
sses, and even here the correlation was .41. K

~

-

.Within this particular study, this indicates that, unless

— same subject .

taught by eathj teacher, we can expect similarities .in content covered

- .

when we compard classroom behavioral measuresﬂfor these sections. If

A -

significant differences appedr, they are more likeiy to refldct differen-

ces in students than to be ascribable to content format differences.

N «»
& Low Inference Process Measures )

‘The low inference observational coding system yielded frequency
. W ' .
measures of dlassroom processes. These frequencies were divided by teacher

\ .
.controlled tiﬂ% per 50-minute class period to get rate measures. The

major rates aré shown in’ Table 3. 'Prgpprtion measures were also,derived

from the raw freduencies for total occurrence of the behaviors across,
)
[ - \ R L7
\d o - W\ . . -

5

-
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all observations. (Cdmputation of these variablds was discussed in ~

. . 3
the Introduction.) A complete list of these proportion measures is

shown in Table 4 and the variable numbers in the tables will be includ-

.

ed in parentheses for easy reference as each measure is discussed

'opportunities\uere generally quite stable,

Ratg,Measures . ' '

' Means for rate variables are presented in Table 8[1‘(See_columnsi

headed "Observed section".) Rate measures relating ta public response

. N

D t

Y

Insert Table 3 aboults

o
-

7
<

These.included the rates for public response opportunities per class
. 1 P
period (1), as well as for the subcategories dealing with txpe of

question (2-5), method of selecting a student to respond (6~10), and

the quality of student response (11-14) _also rates of student in1tiated

* >
.

. A L -

questiqns and comments .(15-16'), (ates of teacher praise apd criticism

(17-18) and rates of sustaining interactions with the\:riginal respon-

This probably is because such questiens are.infrequent aft r'gﬁsgfirst

7

e

few grade leyels:

-




-t g.;:‘ N : M - 1"9

!,

seat work or other non-interactive activities); in the kinds and levels :
. . .

v -

’ of aifficulty of the questions they asked; in their ﬁethJﬂg of . calling
on students to respond;,in the‘quality of the answers they elicited’ .
i . @, \ ¢ ] .‘t ] L
. (another indication of difficulty level of questions); in their rates .

Y . o« . ¢
of praise and criticism of student answers; and in their tates of

©
A -

o

asking follow-up questions. To a lesser degree, there was consistenoy -
B 3 .y . ,
in student initiated questions and comments duning public discussions.

~

‘? The studénts in the two sections were different, so that this correlation

' b4 ’ - -

;pdicates a combination of conjistency in the fréquenéy of such discusgion. -

L]

v

A . s s, Ve s .
settings and consistency in encouraging or allowing studept initiatives. |
~ r ! k) »,

v
- bl .

The remaining varjiables in Table 3 arg)gll mo&%rétely to highly *

N A N . P’ L < . ff"
- .stable (r's ranging from .49 to .79). These coefficients are not as

.

high as those for public academic interactions, Curiously, the data °

v < paa t
b e L
. '

for private contacts do not show teacher initiated contacts (26, 28, °

'3I, 33) to be consistently‘more 'stable than student inditiated contacts

i
-

(24, 25, 27, 29,’36, 32)., It méy be that the students become

more consistent and predictable jn their adjustments_ to the student role .
, ) - R - B 4 - 4 , ' N .
so that student behavior in different class sections (even though ®
s ST S o
. different students are involvedj ¢&n pe expected to be similar if ~
. B I3 - . 98

teacher behavior is similar é&§ wasﬁ;he case here). Rggardless, these
N , L ’
. data help underscore the mutual relationships begtign measures of teacher

N

- . . - - - : :
and student behavior. Just as measures of teacher behavior-.are affected . .

by students to some (usually unknown) degree, so are measures of Etudent

\ .
. y .
NEVARS 3 .

’ . . 26 i B "\ ]
O ~— ) . ‘ T .-
ERIC .~ . - IR % |

P v | N
g * . A 4 . -~




P » : . -
. E t
. . .
.

. behavior affected by teachers. The measures of student fnitiation .

shown”here?are partly reflective ;} the kinds of classroom environ-

. % »
. ,
» - vk

ments that teachers create, and the specific expectations they project

v

- concerning what is desirable, apprOpriate, and allowabie. oo o,

B )
- T vl 3

" The same is trTe forabehavioral.(disciplinary) contacts' (34-37) ¢

and for total reinforcing and aversive chtacts.(38,i3Q) which also N
showed moderately high stahiii;y. The rates of typical and even ser-- .

<
- ) . “~ . . ¢

ious misbehaviors that individual teachers encounter #h different ®

classrooms appear to be similar, suggesting that teachers arﬁfdirectly
. ' : AN 3 © * )
or indirectly responsible for them.” Some teachers are excellent

¢ / S
classroom manag?rs'who can minimize such problems, while others encounter s

[3
‘e

? L 4

k4

. -

them rf§ularly ' . . . . . f

1n general, the stability‘of these bghavioral rate measures was

much higher than expected based onébasa research Possibly, this was

) sections observed’ for each teacher would be as similar as possible,',
%

and that all the teachers would be experienced.

N . ot L e
. Proportion Measures a L . C w ' )
. , ] o . \ . . s W

¢ Means for proportion measures in first and secend sections are. L

- . . » . A o, - S,

‘given in Table 9. . These measures were derived from raw freizencies."ln

_» addition to the rate measnres,“thegg were a,great many other measures which

© - - Ly .

_were'subdiVisions of the major categories. For example, response opportunities

. |
— N - f i

. were subdivided into process,jproduct, choice, and opinion questions. The first |

. 3Analysis of covariance was performed to determine to what extent, if any, !
certain stability correlations‘might be artificially inflated because of dif- <« °
ferences‘gmong‘schools In their analysis, a model predicting teachers gecond

class-section scores from school CAT means was compared ‘té*a model having both v
schoql CAT means aifd first class—section -scores as predictors. The results of °

) the Wnalysis indicated that between-school variance did not have a significant .. |
> effe “On the’ coefficients.ﬂ L . .

. .
e . 27 Pe C
K . .

v .
- ¥ . . s
-

st . - - T . . . N

-y ) ) .
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-
oo
four variablés in.Table 4 are the proportions of response opportunities '/§ o"
- e’ 5 ¢ # ‘. N

T which were either process, product, chdice, or epinion questions (1-4).

.
v

-,

. ) . lnsert Table 4 about here
. . 2 3

@Added together, they constitute 100% of all response opportunities coded
. 3 *‘ L e ) >
for all class discussion. o v
¢ : \ . i " .
Similar relationships hold for the other proportion measures. In ' ‘ -

each case, the firstvariable in the title is the subsyging cate ory of
\ u g

i . N L k‘ .

which ¥ other measures are subsets. The larger category variable was
- L} ~ R ’

»

, ce - .
}Jsed»as the denominator in computing the proportion score. For example,

the variable "correct amswers praised" was computed by dividing the total

-, . -
- ., ¢ . N
‘number of correct answers praised by the total number of correct answers.

"

The result Ts a proportion 1nd1cat1ng the relative frequency with which

. 2 ~Z . -
- a -given teacher was apt “to pra1se students following correct answers. )
’ Since the proportions generally reflect comblnations of the rates) N )
. there wasa:%ason to expect similar stability coefficients for given’ : ) . g
%;; ;subsets of the data. However, this is not always the case; Ehere were‘*&
5 - X t \ )

. some/interesting exceptions and they will be noted as they occur. . -
*® )

Type of Quesgion. Product questions are the most typical type of

resp/nse opportunity, and the variable composed of the proportion of

-

response opportunities which werévproduct questions (2) did show moderate

4 .

stability However, the proportion of response opportunities which were

:process questions 1) shoWed even higher stability These questions .
- .
apparently appear often enough to allow. reliable measurement but teachers

- . . - M . N * N

.
~ \ N . . 4




13 * .

may differ systématically in their frequency of asking process questions
- \ . - A ) -

.

- . -

stable across sections even though it was not the most frequent. _ However,

("Why” or explanation questions,)so that this type of. question was the most

°, -
.

there was ne stability in the proportion of times in which process questions

e
=

. - were answered correctly (5), although there was stability in the proportion

§ -

o of,product questions answered correctly (6). * This may reflect the*varia-

«©

tion in the difficulty of process questions, in comparison to the more ;

factual product questions. For,the,latter, the key factor is whether or .

.

‘not the students have read and remembeyed the material and therefore
product ‘questions are presumably easier than the more\complex process

ques'tions which require reasoning. This instability may rhflect st dent

! * A

. differences in ability within the teachers' two sections.’~

»

. Neither student opinion (4) nor chéice questions,(3)4were stable.

~
°
S

- ) qhis was expected for opinion questions, which are infrequent and extremely
A " N e

’ 4 . <

. variable in type and contént. Choice questions were expected\to be more
. . . o ~— ‘
sﬁdbie, based upon research in the early elementary grades. The fact
- * that they were not 1n/the present study indicates again that this type

rf, - LI

of question may no be.asked as much in the higher grades.

* .
'

Selection of Reshondents. The five-méthods of selecting respondents i t

N PR Y

-\‘\n(9-13)'all showed some stability, including call outs by students. This - -

B

s . has been observed before (Crawford _Brophy, and Evertson, Note 8), and -
it indicates again that measures like these reflect not only student - . "’

e activity but also the degree to which teachers encourage and allow such
, . Lo
' activity, Teachers tend to be stable across~cla§§es in the proportipn

.
[N s .

of, student call outs that occur in their classrooms, apparently because

P
R
.’ . [ . ~ 4

LN S t 7 ) o o
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they communicate consistent expectations and exert consistent sociali-
' 8. . '

zation pressures upon students in‘this regard. v .

. -
. -

- -
.

Quality of Student Answers. The proportions of response opportu-
- .
: . . 7. - L
nities which were correct answers (19) were more stable than thase for the .

- "
B . -

various forms of incorrect answers (20, Zf, 22), and the:proportions for

student incorrect answers were more $table than those for "don't know"

~

-
.

responses (21).. However, the stabilit§ of failures to r?spopd‘was higher,

. I

'indicating that .even though the artual occurrence of-ghié type 'of studentk
. ‘ <t

behavior was infrequent, teachers tended to be consisteht across class

sections. Possibly these results indicate that difficulty levgl of .

[N 2 .

questions remains stable, if we-can assume that failure to respond (no
* o v

~

response) indicates'difficuLt questions and/or student ability‘Br

.
v -

» >
] - P

-

:
willingness to answer. ' ' .

Teacher Feedback to Answers. MostAmeasures of teagher feedback. to

-

correct responses (23-28) were stable. The single exception was "correct

answers ﬁfteﬁwwhich the teacher asked-a non-academic quggtion" (25). The

-

means for this variable in Table 9 show that this type of feedback seldom

“occurred. However, while teacher feedback to incorrect answers (29-39) & -

showed only three stable teacher responses [érit&gimﬁ (2?); asking a new

~question (32) 5 and giviﬂg process feedback (36)], these respaqses were

.

amoﬁg those which oécurggd the least often. Teacher feegdback to 'don't
~ , - F

know's" and failures to respond (40-48) showed only moderate stability )

« ‘for a few measures [repeating the question (41); asking ; new question:.

i L

" (43); and asking .another student (472]. Again, examination of the means shows

that asking another student occurred brOportionétely more than other types

.
~
~ s .7 - *
R

- a

=
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L ‘of feedback, both for incotrect answers (38) and for failures to *

.

¢ . " respond (&7)2 However, this type of feedback is stable only for

i “don't knows" and failures to respond. In part, this was due to }
. . R o C. . .
differences in raw frequencies. Correct answers are more frequent , . ' *ﬁ
- ; . . , )

than any other types of student response, and incorrect answers are 7

- . . »

... ,~ . more frequent thad "don't know" or no response. ~ However, these . |
! . .- . . ~ L] ‘

\ N .

: figures also reflect the fact that teachers are more predictable when .
things are goi%% smoothly and according to expectation. Curricuium Ve

outlines and teache plans are generally geared to obtaining correct i
responses and movimg foxward in the lesson, and often there is little ; .
) ‘:or no specificapreparation for dealing with ineorrect responses (Blank,
. v .
 1973; Good and Brophy, 1977). - . .+ S
) . Another interpretation of these tindings is that incorrect: ’
"don't‘knon; and no response answers have a wider range of possible. -
. ‘ N .
- : feedbecﬁ aepending.npon the type of error the student makes, whereas
correct answers,do not present such#decision points fot'teechers. - :

y Instability in this case could reflect student differences and possible N

*++ differences in ability levels between the .two sections.

-

- o

. IR . The most stable measures of teachers' handling of wrong answers

A - ‘ ‘ -t ~
- 4 . .

: - nere those relating to criticism, asking a.new question, or providing - %%%

process feedback3 althongh the mean proportionsghere very low for amy

:':: ey M - v ’ g
£ " of the above responses to wrong answers ( 02, .05 and 10 respectively) V{ ¢

- - .
- . a
v

The most stable tedcher measures in situations whare the students o . . .W1

R :'*‘ responded-with Ydon't know" or made,no response were those for repeating' B .

4 N - .




the\,question (41), asking a new queztion/(43), or calling on another

stpd nt (47).

opportunities, - . :

\

Lombinations giApategories .

Combinations of the major components of response opportunities
. . \\

\

. (selection, questions, answers, or feedback) were examined by creating
it - ) &

variablés which described the immediate precedent or consequent of a

single behavior. For example, the tymes of selection used to ask the

B

various types of questions &ere compared*“ The rationale ti? looking

at such combinations*is that context effects gap more easily be recog—
y - .
nized when a combination variable does not .follow the pattern expectea .

\ ' .
\

“ t. R ¢ ”
of tﬁe single variables of which” it is\composeﬂ.' For example, as

" discussed in'the.precedigg Section,,the data indicate that‘the propor«

-

-~

23

tion of response opportunities which were ans&efed‘correctly was stable,

but fhat when analyzed for types of questions, only correct answers

following product questions,wés a stable variable. This suggests .that

\

-

the immediate precedent* of a BeRavior is important to know apout, since

o

for, the

’

it establishes a context nteraction in ‘terms of type of select-

<

. [t}pn, type of question,_or type of amswet which led to. the subsequent _ -

question, answer and/or feedback. . K T

» M *,
e . . C \ a .
SR VI R o .o ‘. . .

¢

These mean ggoportions were .08, .04 and .47 respectively. -
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v

" The éxtent to whic

' gistent adross class sections.

~

extremely low (.01). . \‘

) 26 ) _‘
Selection and;g;estion. Tﬂe data~on theﬁcombinations of type of
* :.’?‘%‘
question and type of selection of respondent (58-73) mostly reflect the . \
' ’

v

relative frequencies of the variable ‘used in the combinations. " In

general, frequent and typical combin tions showed moderate toe high

- . . ™ . \ v 3 -
stability, whereas the moTre un .combinations.had very low stability

(e.g. process questions which were answered by a studeat calling out

-

10 ). | ot : :

Question and feedback. While teacher praise of student answers

~ =

~,

showed stability for process, product and choice questions (74-76), the
proportions of response opportunities which were\praised for any type of

question?are low (.16 for process,‘.lo for product, and. 06 for choice)

teachers do praise, then,. is apparently fairly con-=

To ghe extent that teachers criticized
" $ ° C o R
at all, they tended to: do S0 for product questions (79). Again, the. -

1

..r"

mean proportion of response opportunities which were criticized was also
- " , ! .

. s

. ~k . .
Repeating the question was stable across sections oifly in connec-

tion with choice questions (82), even though choice questionsKQEre not

o]
“~ K]

This combination occurred

«

. .
as frequent as'other types of questions.
-f .
. £ - . . .
only 1% of the time,.on the average. N ,
Simplifying- the question as.a feedback strategy to product questions

- -

(84) answered incorrectly was stable even though this only occurned

K]

2837 of the time in the average*class. It was expected that simplifica-.on .

tion would be most appropriate, and' therefore predictaﬁle, for process““

~ .

\ AL X 4 ) 'A.

«

)

-
.
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4

questions, which frequently are complex and can be broken down into’

w o b

easierrsteps. Nevertheless, neither 'simplifying nor asking new

- - ~ . ’

questions was stable as,a.follow up’to piocess questions (83, 86).

The remaining data in this section mostly indicate that other
c] ,

o

s

types of feedback are also stable when they follow product questions,
but not for process questions. One-possible reason is that since

. , \
process questions vary considerably in difficulty and coggiexity, no

?ﬁgﬁﬁk " single teacher response is always used by a teacher. On the other
i “3;_ . hand,” it isépossible that causes for errorihto produc question are. ]
ﬁ%w ) f ‘morg uniform, so that it is’reasonable to expect- the/feedback, in\this
. _— T, : .
: ' g situation to'be stable also. .
: $e1ection and Answer: T;pes of*respondent selection connected )

2 . - ‘ 0 . N
with wrong\answers (111-115) * show “that incorrect answers associated '

]

with nen<volunteers and with preselected-patterned turn students arey

" stable across classes. Possibly this technique is'related to teacher
i h 4

L. . ’,
’sﬁyle. Teachers may use thes€ questioning methods with non-responders

in order to insure participation.

~

out areArelatiGely unlikely occurrences unless students know the

. . .
v - . -

. answer. JIn any case, wrong answers are less stable undet these condi-

Also, volunteers and students calling
¢ A N

’
!

/

tions than they are when students are required to respond either as
» . i

.- non-volunteers or in a patterned order. Pl N

- .

Selection and Feedbﬁck.

Praise and criticism in different kinds

of response situations (125-129) do not always follow expectations.
praise to volunteers and students who callvout was just as stable .

, e
v




(g

. suggesting that teachers may'systematically try to draw these students

" coefficient. Possibly, the preselect patterned situation involves :
3 ‘k‘ .

LN
-

28 -,

across class sections as pratsebto non-vo

L)

Crititism to non-volunteers.(128) was the only situation in which

teers (125-127). LT

criticism showed,any stability. Asking-simplified questions~(l37)

and asking néw\questions (142) were also stable for non»volunteers, *

out and get them to participate. = ‘ . .

°

The data for int‘grating,student answers into the discussion °*
(149-153) showed generally higher stability than those for most other
teacher feedback reactions. The exception was integration in pre-

-~

select patterned situations, which had a‘nonsignificant negative

4 *

drills focused on getting the answers, and jrtegration usually is - f

* ) . . ..

irrelevant ‘and breaks the pace of the class. Most of the rést of the

data for teacher feedback (154-174) indicate higher stability for non¥

»

4

+ Ky R
Volunteer, volunteer and call outs, compared to the two types of pre-

~selection, ! This also reflects the frequencies of these types of

Q. . : 3
selection. . . -

- . N « l
.
.
R -
.

Answer and Selection. Types of answers again indicate that

. preselect nonpatterned and non-volunteer response opportunities inVol— ’

It
ved more difficult quéstions (175-187), at least relative to the o K
~ {

achievement levels of the students called on to-réqund{ . > . f'

Student Initiated Questions and Comments. The measures dealing

Yo, '

with student questions and comments and with teachers' reactions to '

these inltiations'(191r237) showed mogi%ate to high stability.& ’ N

s v hat . 'y, 4 ]

s
.

.
W
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1 A3

, \Nh; These,mea;ures included rates and proportions of such
: init}ations whicé”ﬁere questions vs. comments; the proﬁortion‘gAIied:'
‘outﬂ those which‘fiﬁg relevant; and those within\eaéh of these
categories .that the teachers responded to with cgiticism or othe£5

types of feedback. Again, even though osteﬁsibly these are peésures
AY - \

-
»

' . ,o?’student behavior, the consistehcy across class sections indicates

-

that they reflect the degree to which teachers encourage and allo&

such behavior. By and 1afge, teachers control the patterns of student

4 4

- . N . "
initiations, although as will be discu._fg~in Section IIY, the same

students also tend to elicit siﬁil!&yresponses fromadifferent teechers.
. Coefficients for variables felating t6 student initiated que;tiéés
are generally higher thanJ those \for parallel variabl'es,’relating téd .
_student initiated comments. This is likely &de to the fact that °

student questions occurred abput three times as often as did student

~

e comments and were probably based on much more reliable estimates,?

Private Contacts . .

>

Student and teacher initiated work, procedural, personal, -and °

social contacts showed similar lavels of moderate stability. . This
o N ‘ N

sdggeéts that teachers are reasohably predictable in what they do when
. ! v . - , . . -

- .

- they are not conducting general class lessons, and also predgctable

P <

e concefning the kinds of "student behavior that they éncourage or aflow. -
. o >
Th;s includes such teacher behaviors as the relative time devoted'to

s . each of the major types of personal contacts; the frequency of praise
and criticism in work contacts; the typical length of work contacts;

. A .

aﬁproving vs. delaying vs. refusing student requests; and the quaiity

4

o . .+ .36 S

‘4

®
~ N
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of feedback given to students during private contécts. Student

measures include the frequency of initiation of contacts with the

teacher, and of each of the subtypes involved. The rates of praise ' .

¥ -

:‘in student initiated contacts were slightly moTd stable than thoééﬁ‘of

" AY
criticism (2465241) but this was reversed in teacher 4initiated
w»
, 4
~contacts (256-257). s .

Behavioral Contacts . ¢ ‘ .
. h " i ‘
" Correlations across sections of student misbehaviors (268-339)

and teacher reactions to these mikbehaviors were scattered, although
. ' : .
- ' [
perhaps higher than might have been expected. As with the data for

call outs and student initiated private interactions, stability here
K4 . , -
Indicates that the teachers wers somewhat predictable in the kinds of

. student behavior that they encburaged, tqierated, or eliminated, and

also predictable 4in their reactions to misbehavior when it did occur. - 5
The stability coefficients for different types of student misbehavior

mostly réflect the raw rrequencies of These kinds of misbehavior; but

thére yere move psychologically explainable pattérns in the teacher

-~

¢ ‘ “a - N ~ *
response data. In general, there .was moderate stability inhthikfinds \ .
N . 1]
of reactions the teachers made to student misbehavior, and somewhat -

-~ higher stability-in the relative effectiveness with ‘ich they dealt

.
R
T .

with it..

v

Teacher reactidns coded as involving no error generally were
! }

stablg and were by far the most‘frequent, and so were the’ partiCular . .

errors they made (when combined across all kinds of student misbehaviors),

— Y
L




- -

There was a very high coefficient for the measure of studefit misbehavior

»

that certain teachers consistently make target errors and other teachers

consistently dd not. The same was €rué for timing errors, although ¢
il | N -~

. |
. the coefficient was not nearly as high%(.46). . o

LY . . -
- B

Measures relating parf&cular Ezggé of student misbehavior to
'particular types of teacher resp;nses éenerally did not-show stability.

. ‘Probabiy particular types of student misbehaviors are not.co;sisgéngly
' associated with particular types'of teacher respgnses. This probably

) \ ' .

is an instance where instabil;ty is appropriate, because teachers
L should individualize their management responses to particular students
. . . . . ]

a

* .. .and situations. The data for types of teacher responses across all

\

typés of misbehaviors did show moderate to high Stébility,;howev

.

~ again indicating ‘that teachers are predictable in the way they dea

with managemenf problems. This is essentially what Koﬁpin (1970)

%

reported, and what we have seen in our earlier research.
’ ree *
, General Measures .

%t N N @

ohe last 21 variables in Table 4 dfe general proporgaon measures

~

derived by ecombining Qata from many- different contexts. The variables

-'themselves reconfirm much of what already'has been said: teachers are
L}

Y moderately-consistent and predictable in their rates of hoth praise and
criticism' in the - ‘proportion of classroom timg devoted to public -

response opporfunities vs. private contach; in the types and frequen-

<

« cles of student initiafions that they allow; in the frequencies with

which they have to deal with misbehavior; in their frequencies and types

“© : & -

combined with teacher criticism and target errors (.86), suggESﬁing* ’/,.-;
-

~
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of -non-academic contacts with students; and in the types and levels
. e N

of feedback they give to students T <

!

» \

High Inference Ratiﬁgs by Observers\

L]
I

.

Classroom Observation Scales (COS)

< !

Two sets of high inferemte ratings werevgomplgéed by the class-
room observers._ The first was a set of 12 Classroom Observation
& -

Scales (COS) (Emmer and Peck, 1973; Emmer, Note 2) and included in‘.

.. 5
» previous process-outcome and stability investigations (Brophy, boulter,

5

QSf—v«m«Qrawford,’Evertson{ and King, 1975;. Brophy and Evertsoﬁ, Note 1).

. P N

Thg?e scales were completed every time the observers visited the

classroom};’ and ratings were averaged within and across'oBserve%};to

. ;, ., arrive at a single score for the teacher. In addition to the 12

- .

‘scales ipciudeduin the originai battery, three additional-scales
R ‘- ~ H

,f dealing with the relative'frequgncies of fact questions, explanation
5 » - - - A .
questions, and personal questions also were rated on' each visdm, and K

-
-

laveraéed to get single scores.

The stability coefficients for these 15 rating scales #re shown

,
[

in Table 5. Tpe first 12 scales for the COS instrument all.éhowed
high stability, with coefficients ranging from .73 to .86. Thesé

coefficients for junior high teachers teaching in different class

. .

Insert ‘Table 5 @bout here

-~ ! 13
1 . .

sections during.the year are generally higher thag, those for sécond -

and third gradé'tééchers teaching 'in different contexts during the

o

s & . '




B
3
hild

' ¢ . - 33

:Same year and in gimilar contexts across two different years (Brophy,

et £1,.1975). ¥ _ . .

PR .

o

~

! The. three measures of level of question all showed significant .

4 P’

| stability coefficients, but those for fact and exélanation questions
A T ~ *
were.much higher than that for personal questions. The high, coef-

ficients for fact and explanation questions fit in with the pattern

'

seen in the COS meabures indicating that discussion of academically

relevant content is the most common activity in these classrooms.
<@

Personal questions ‘are less likeiy to be seen and less stable in

their occurgence{.probably because they depend more on teacher

v . ’

initiation and personal preference or st&le than fact-or explanation
questions, which are mainstayé of dgestioﬁing students or conducting

b
* .

-discussions.

4,
-

The earlier,investigatién by Brophy, et al (1975) revealed that

all 12 of the-COS scales showed hi%h stability across context within

v

the saﬁe year, but only ﬂine of the 12 showed stability across yearé.
N [y e, 4 .

The‘exceptions were teacher presentation, pupil tgfpupfﬁ%interaction,
. F] s .

and passive pupil beﬂavior. Diffe;éhées on the latter two variables

P

AT - - -
were attributed to changes in the curriculunt, made between the first i

-
-

" and 'second year of observation. T . A

«?

The présent data indicate that the difference in students probably,
. P . ' . .
was not thd reason for low stability, at least pot it its own right. All

three of these vari

v 3

les had very-high stabiiiqy/gsefficients in the

present study, even hough'the teachers were dealingrwith different
. .

‘-

¢




-

=" students in the two class sections. This indicat®s, once again, that 'é

' . ° o4 .

<

) . measures of student behavior ‘dres strongly affected b;wthe expectations - -
——’? and general i:cializatign,act}vities of the teacher, and that these

. " measures reflect the teachers as much as the students. Apparently,lﬂs'
teachers are more.consistent within shorter time.spans in the kinds of

.

things that they expect and/or tolerate from their students, so that

. comparable student behaviordis'obsérved in different class sections

, seen concurréntly. It is not -clear why pupil to pupil interaction
e ' '. ~ ® e ’ &
o ~— N
= and“pupil passivity were not stable across years in our earlier study,
. - < ‘\ ) A yAur
Apparently, though, the differences -have something to do with the

> .

-
#,

teachers and cannot be attributed solely to different student populations.

‘ Observer Ratings of Téachefl. In addition to the 15 COS scales
o . < sy \ \__//\c ' :

S *° on another 64 scales at the end of the year. The' ratings of each two

observers were averaged to arrwe at a&single .score.for each classroom
¢ 'S

These ratings dealt with a broad range of variables, such as the

A

P
- appearance of the rooé\and‘classroom climate, but most are high
- inference Judgments about teacher prbcess behavior. Finally, there ..

- 0 e 1

+ were someAjudgments about~general{teaching effectiveness and ahout .

teacher (would the observer like -

0" Haye this teacher if they were in the grade that the tdacher teaches’)

* “.» . -+ As shown in Table 6, all 64 of the stability coefficients fggg

- ¢,

- -'these ratings were s1gnificant beyond the .01 level, and many were ¢

extremely high. These generaihy higﬁ cprrelations probably indicate a




' . Insert Tablé_6 about ‘here

(A R

. . I . .
sections (as they frequently did), as_ previously discussed in the first

" section, although these variables were expected to show generally high

N ’

-stability anyways The on1§ ones that did not have coefficients o@ .70

or higher were the ratings of crowdedness of room, quality of teacher
‘directions, variety of assignments, and ‘consistency in giving feedback

<

regarding seat work'and homework. Low stability for crowdedness of

~

room was’' to be expected jsomé correlation was expected because crowded-

L4

.Ness was more a chardcteristic. of schools than of individual rooms),

" However, fhe teachers' two sections did differ in crowdedness on
L) ’ . R ° .
occasion. . , . . ®
[ 4 )
The variables that had the highest spabili'ty coefficients were

those for classroom maragement, éffgctive chafacterisfics, teacher

- . awareness of the observer, teacher confidence, and the observer's.
- . : S—— 2 -
opinions of the teacher's overall general competence ‘and attractiveness

“f

m A 1 A
as a teacher. These are ndt surprising. They probably combine the

most halo effect with the most genuine stability across class sections,
» because they involve the most general énd probably stable (at least

e -

. - in the short run) teacher qualities.

,
1

. ‘ Taken together, these high inference ratings indicaté -that
‘ o teachers look very similar in different claés séctions, at least when

feaching’similar students in the same cpurses in the same'grades in
- ’ ' - -

the same school. The degree of stability observed probably is higher

.

degree of halo effect operating when coders see the same teacher in both

»

t




.
-
‘.

“\. than would have been expected on the basis of earlier research
(Shavelson and Dempsey—Atwood l976) Some of this can be attributed

to halo effect, but most of it appears to be genuine, indicating that

the very low stabllity coefficients seeit in some earlier studies

probably were due to the limited amount of data collected in each

- - .

classroom, or to differences between classrooms in student composition,

.course title, or orgaqization. The present data suggest that parallel
- ¢ ’ . — ' .
sections of th® same course given comparable students are quite

' Kl

comparable'and would be 'good places in which to conduct research that

requires matching of classrooms taught with different treatments or

approaches. -
y .

(!Student Ratings of Teachers. TQQZEﬁ the end of the school year,

I

the students in each class were asked to rate their teachers-opknine <.

- high inference ratings dealing with their perceptions of the teacher's

competence as an,dnstructor and affective orientation toward teaching

and students. Correlations across class sections were significant-

.

_ beyond the .01 level for all nine scales, ranging from .56 to .75

(Table 7). Like the observer ratings.in Table 6, these student ratings
4 - } ‘

Insert Table 7 about here

suggest that teacher behaviors (or at least the impressions that teacher»

3 ~

behaviors engender) are ,stable across comparaBle class sections with

]
. -

different groups of students. However, the coefficients for "student

< »
- - “

ratings are not as high as those for observer ratings; suggesting again

. <

that the observer ratings probably were- inflated by halo effects.




II. Subject Matter and Class Section Differences',‘. \\\ e
for High and Low Inference Medsures . S

o ~ -
&

*The previous section dealt with the question of general stability
: ' C - . .
-of teacher behagior.across two class'sections. Stability was estimated
by ‘correlating measures of'each behavior for ‘the -two class sections.

High correlation cgefficients mean similar teacher behavior in each of

their classes. ' \, _ &
- - S

This section examines the effect of subject matter on.many of
. 7

a

- i . P
these same variables. The first part of this section presénts the low

'inference measures/such"as the rate and proportion scores computed for
each teacher and for each class section.” The second part,of this

-

section will report results from the high inference rating ;scales’

" described in the introduction (See Appendix A for descriptions of each;_ifb

-

of these measures). ) . . Ao

- »

4
These scores were uséd as dependent variables in a series of

BRS

o~

A d °

t%o—way analysés of variance which examined.possible subject matter

(Math vs. English) and class section (first vS. secon observed

H

sections) differences. ’ - T

low Inferéence Measures . ~— - Juﬂ

» -

P

¥ These data are reported in Tahles 8 and 9, and . the variable

numbers correspond to those in Tables 3 and 4 for comparison. Tables

o+

are organized by presenting the mean rates or proportions for subject

matter separately, along with the probability levels’ if the differences
* . 1 e

reached significance. Secondly, the-means for first vs. second observed

.
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IS ‘ fes . 3 8

~ .

sections are presented, with the probability }evels if these differences

4 =

reached significande. The last column indicates the probability levels

° . - P
. of any‘subject matter by class,section interactions which were significant.
Seventy-one variables reachedtsignificance for the subject matter
. " :
comparisons, while only 44 did for the comparisons of the two observed - .
i, ~ ¢ ’
R sections. ' The interactions between section andzsubject yielded 21

. e -

. significant findings, where 20 would be expected by chance. ‘ .

A Insert Tables 8 & 9 aboutuhere ' .

C e /
‘ . Results are presented by major subdivisions of the observational

coding system which comprised the low inference data set. These coding

system divisions were constructed to address teacher—student interac- 1

£y . s

tions by the context in which they occurred.

Public Academic Response Opportunities

Appendix B for example of section of coding shee ). These interactions
were coded for type of questions, method of respondent selection,

A . quality of student s response, and type of teacher s reaction to the

,response. The relative stability of these categories has peen

- . N - o L <

. )
! discussed in the previous section. a
“,’ ! . T - ~ a k X %‘ v .

“ Subject matter made clear distinctions among typesfof‘anestions ‘ . T h

Id

R . F<. 2
\ 5 s

: : N = ‘ L Z
S ‘agsked by teachers. English teachers used many more opinion guestions
. ) I8

- and” slightly more product questions (i.e. fact questions for yhich

kS
’

there is usually a single correct answer). Math' teachers posed more i3
3 . J




fmean that the teacher named the student who was to reqund before

v [ LY R * .
0 . 39 ,

-

‘process questions—-the "why" type of questions requiring an.extended,’

)

'reasonethhrough response. Choice questions were also used. more by

English teachers than math teacher&. Possibly the nature of junior

_high mathematics, being the final attempt to lay a solid foundation

- S R ) ) g -

of general-mathematics with students before going on to algebra,
r - . o a
geometry, and trigondmetry in high schoel--for the cqllege—bound

students at least--could account for the use of process questions.
[ RN - .
English classes, on the other hand, are possibly more "appropriate,

forum for expression of student's opinions, particularly in literature,

The official English curriculum of ‘the school. system included six . -

- - : ' ‘s
« . , . S
units of approximately equal importance, only one 6f which was grammar.'

The others included: careers, mythology, ‘the novel the short story,

~ ¥ h g

and. folklbre. - L
BN

The way students were selected for response opportunities also

seemed to be strongly related to’subjéct matter., ,Across:many va?iables,

-—-~-the teathers' style of preselecting and patterning their choice ofg

'respondents occurred much more in English than math By .this, ‘we
( , S

>
[}

stating the question, and that the teacher proceeded around the room

in some orderly~mannef——e1ther down rows, every other 'student, or

. . . . .
some other predictable pattern. Preselection has the*funﬁtion,of

- 'S ' . ’ . S
allowing the student to be forewarned that this is "his"‘question,\

X

perhaps stimulating,greater concentration., Conventional thinking l

N ey

“in instruction techniques has usually held that this is counter—

1
. > 2

L . . -




.

pradudtive because students will relax and tune-out if they know
. ' ' <, M . - '
. . LI ) a
1 the question will not be directed to them. However, previous studies

-
-

’ w 2 ¢
(Brophy & Evertson, 1976) have indicated this type of selection to be
: N )

positfvely associated with-learningﬁgaingyin the garly[gradgs, probably ' )

due to either eqﬁalization of résponse opportuﬂ}ties or reducej'anxiety

’

,.' o on the‘Part.of tﬁe student énéw;ring--ér'to a ;ogbinationrq; these% )
‘factors. Thi; is }hh'fiist timév however, that we have found inaicq- )
tigps of respondeht-selection t;-be subject ;pecific. It is possigle R -
that some of Fhe\claégrooﬁ aétivities for_;nglis@ are more conduciQe

-

to following pattefns~of re§pon§§\8pportqpities .than math activ§;ies. s

¢

In looking at studeﬁt responses, the data indicated that there

(o . | o k -
were more correct answers given in English classes than math classes. .

©

This finding is plausible since §nglish is not as precise and objective d

‘ a subject as math. There were also significantly-more incorrect answers
' N [ : 4

in math. Since reéponses were coded as correct or incorrect according

-
4 ~ - o

to the teqcher'q reackion, a broader range of material could be consi- .
. - \ N

. ‘-dered correct in English. Possipilities existed for students to ‘be
cbded as answering cogggctly in English for a wider variety of responses.

- 3In. addition, matﬁ‘teachers used, on the' average, twice as many process , B

. I
»

' questions as did English tgachers.-‘?hése require both longer answers . C
. H
( -
and usually a verbal explanation-of the reasoning process behind & .
. B b} Iy i
cencepg; making them more difficult to answer correctlx& . Math “teachers

were more prone to criticize "don't know's" or no responses from : o

_students, but critiqish of any response seldom happened.

.

-

.teachers
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pushed for a response and also tended to integrate a student's correct

v

answer into the ongoing class discussion more often than English
. : N

teachers. Math teachers may have been more focused on specific~goa1s.
: - ‘ B

»

Time Utilization

As Dunkin and Biddle (1974) noted, contextual effects generally.
. ' 7 :

have not béen considered adequately in teaching effectiveness studies.
The coding system for this study addressed one -aspect of this problem

by coding classroom format (Section 2, A;EEnii& B). This waS'measured

.

by indicating the number of minutes spenéyin each format, such as

minutes in independent seatwork, transitiﬁns, or class discussion.

’

In these contexts math teacherxs tené\d to spend more time at the

‘
q )

board and in lecture; English teachers' lessons, conversely, were
. . * .

-
°

characterized by. time spent on special projects, with advance organizersg

e . .

being used extensively to fntroduc% a new topic. ,This is both logical
¢ £ o .

and reasonable,- considering the nature of the two subﬁectemattersl

’

However, Eﬂglishsteachers were coded ap snend}ng more time in~testing.

We suggest that this may be due to the fact that spelling tests were

}

given on a routine basis, whereas math testing usually took the entire

.o r .
. class period and observers normally did not code during this time. *
Student Initiated Questions and Comments ® .
% .u%3 o

.o Some questions and comments during public interaction are initiated
. by thé student rather than the’ teacher; they are public in nature,

meant for the entire class hearing.. The data»again fell cleanly #nto

S
’

.subject-matter categor1es, with "comment" variables in English and

[
.

©
13 \
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"question" variables in math. In general,. the data indicate that most

questions aqd éommZnts were relevant to the lesson coﬁteﬁt, with Engiish
teachers responding to more call outs and uéing more pr;ise in their

feedback. . o T ] . ' ©oe- .q o

English teachers may have been more anxious to fill silences and
appear warmer and more -accepting of their studepts, by praising more
. and accepting call outs as a means of accomplishing this. English .

teachers also were not bound by a rigorous subject matter where there

P

was no room for error. Their objectives wexg\gg:e generally to promoge

communication skills. . . . Lo
- . ‘ 4 ] s . . . . l *
' Math teachers.gave more lengthy and process feedback. Math class e

- .t

seemed to be a place:for attending to probieﬁlsolving;tasks directly, .. : -,

while English,cléss allowed more ’ )

P

personalized input--hence, the greater

<

-~ ’ l' 1 ‘& - -
s incidence of comments. ‘curr{cula°would account for this, as English

IR - ‘ . *
. : ¢ . K

students, particularly when doing literature study and research projects,

. ~ . S, LI ’,

. ty . . .
. ‘were. encouraged ,to relate these to their-own live;\Pather than. simply

. learn fougdétidnal skills, as in math. - . A ‘

. . ” - - :

Teacher Initiated andbStudent-Created Contacts - N )

. *

. . '
» Student created contacts occurred in both math and English classes, .-

. - .

- o, v v
S but. those which were content-related and responded to in a Iengtay way

) 4
. - M ! ‘ o .
occurred more in math. This appéars reasonable since math content ’

-

‘N, .

requi?es memorizafien~and working through steps in solving problems,

while student created contacts in English dealt more w&tp_procedural~

-

© or personal requests. -A student's personal request made in math class”

’ ., Y .

was more often denied or delayed than in English glass, suggésting

’

. -
’ ¥

N
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more public and private-‘contacts for math students. Math teacherg
= 4 ‘ .

- “ A} h q

also tended to give more sustaining feedback to students who did mot

know the answers. . e -

Behavioral Contacts ” -

\ o

The data irdicate that there were more minor misbehaviors inf-

1'- ‘.
English than in math classes. English teachers typically responded

.

-.mildly, with some form of non-verbal intervention, sdcheas a 1ooktor

-

\ X . . R . ‘ .

by moving closer to the offlender, or with a mild remonstrance which
. . * ‘ M . <

we termed a "management" response. 'They were usdally on target with

A

’

-

t . . v
their management, meaning that theywcorfectIy identified the student
: : : ’ fe S & .
misbehavior. - - . . — & -

. »

. . : D . -
While| the overall occurrénce of misbehaviors was,lower in math
. &

R o - v T .
classes, thise that did occur we e serious ‘in nature apd were. -
s , b ms;r\ o ar 'J ‘ . .

responded to\more strenuously by the teggher, who"moré,ofkﬁn criticized . *

- ’
e M, «

N LA !
"‘\ 3 AR -
even mild miskehaviors. Math-E€achers also made more
. g “. b

targe rors, meaning:that they select tgg‘%rong?sgnégh to”
. . L e . - ¢ o
. ¢

K » ‘ L .@
di'scipline more.frequently.
Where differences between 'sections were significant,

M N . L] ) LA
of these reflected swings of only a few percentage points,
A Y

these differences were statisticéily significant, they'wer
. ‘4 1

“ .

-- cally or meaningfully so. - The same’ number .of significant mea

océurred for each class section and in each section the same typds of &
. ‘e ~ N

1) -,
. r .

variables were those which reached significance. It might'have been ,
4
. ) ' . . o, , . . B‘?.
‘feasonable to expect more student misbehaviors, less teacher ,sustaining

/ A
. LS
. \ 3 .
i ’ .

o

¢

R X
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feedback, or Fewer intervactions for second observed sections because (:fffﬁﬁ%ﬂ%

' they met later in the day and fatigue could be.a factor, but this was

-

not the case. Examination of Table I, shows that most second observed -
B - .

/ ;sections‘followed rather closely after the first observed sections.

N . - - '

Also, there were somesinteractions between observed section and subject’
. ' -

matter but again there were no i terpretable patterns. __In—summary, the

data_show marked subject matter differences but few class rsection

. : ¢ . —_—
¢

differences which indicated patterns. This suggests that teachers tend

", “to 94 stable in their behavidr across different class sections but
. s : .
subject -matter differences are present and. clearcut.

The pictur%fwhich emerges is of a typical Junior high math .-

. ~ . ?

teacher being very businesslike and attending’ rather closely to the e

{-. s

curriculum and foundations of general'math. " Thé cl@ssroom emphasis is K

RS

on acquiring basic number skills and ‘understandihg basic_mathematical v
’

principles, Process questions, process feedback to public and private

contacts, keeping contacts content-related rather than persenal, eliciting ‘
) . - ‘
¢ f . P N r
questiéns. rather than comments from student—initiated exchanges, integrating

student responses into ongoing classroom process, and more frequent use

< "of criticism for incorrect responses or inappropr1ate behaviors (although

on an absolute basis it does not -occur often), all suggest a rather

- J L,

- ) .impersonal, task-orientedsenvironment: . - -

b

i . English teachers, on the other hand, used special activities, v’

more personal and qpinion questions, praise moderate behavioral responses,

—_— - [— . - -

and encouragement and acceptance of student comments as téchniques to

e ~ hd

o ¢ ~ °

AT . . . . & . >
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personalize the subject matter.

Junior high ‘students were encouraged‘to

3 ]
relate ‘the curricula t? themselves personally through career units and
R - , .

discussion of iSsues raised in literature as they applied to their own
lives. They generally are not acquiring basic foundational skills, as
in math, but rather attempting to develop broader abilities and higher 0 . |
level “skills such- as researching, writing, and integrating ideas.

As previously mentloned, there was general stability between class

\
,sections; therefore, little appedred in the way of variation of teacher

-

behavior but great subject matter differences did appear. It is possible

LJ - P
that subject matter determines teaching style differences between sections,

or that the individual;s personality determines his choice of occupation;

and,atherefore, what subject "he will teach. Oy, perhaps, the situation

is explained by some interaction of the twg explanations. ‘At any rate, ! |

these differences are likely to appear across subjects and would bé taken

. kd |
into. account in research that includes several subject matters and

involves -attempts to generalize across them. ¢ )
’ ~S ’ ‘ . //
~ e \ . -
High Inference Ratings -

The second part of th1s seetjon will discuss differences in subject
¥

matte‘_and class period effects using high inference measures. Shavelson

and Dempsey—Atwood fouéd these more global ratings to be mdre stable, - |

% 3

thus we will consider them' separately from the low infétence coding of

discrete behav1ors.

e

The first set of highrinference\data to

-

be examined are from the

Classroom Observational Scales (COS). These variables were among those
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most heavily stressed in the development and applicatioh of classroom
, observation systems.

e

Two-way analyses of variance were conducted on the

Scales using subject matter and class section as classifying variables.

the high inﬁerence ratings.

P

These. analyses allowed comparisons between subJects for each of

Only those variables for which the findings
held across observations are -reported

Other variables significant by
subject area for one observation, but not the other, have been listed

in the tables, but no attempt has been made to explaig;those at this
point.” i

Vv : '
It is expected that future hypotheses will be generated from
these data to account for such

instability"
;Classrobm Observation Scales

2

/ /

¢
Attentiveness of students, teacher presentation of subject matter,
S

convergent, evaluative interactions, and questions with applications to
students'

\
P .

lives were the only variabies on which differences .occurred

Y

Insert Table 10 about here

)

\
¢ T,
The attention level of students was higher in English than in math

This might be explained by the teacher's style of presentation, sirnce
teacher showmanship was also rated higher. in English‘classes.‘ Math
p; teachers lectured more' the 1ectures'may have been directed to small
> ¢

-
¢

P
groups ﬁithin the class (e.g. lecturing to those students who exhibited

~

< 4

students may have been busy with other individual or group assignments

‘difficulty mastering a technique or understanding a concept, while other

and still others may have been invo]%ed in peer tutoring, eté.).-
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?
v
. .

-

Teacher Presentation of/Subject Matter. Math teécherq utilized the

P < ¥

~ teacher presentation method more than English Peachérs did (p<.05).

‘Teacher prZsentapions were observed during about 20% of the-time inﬁ

Lo )
math classes, but.w%i observed muchh less frequently in English. Much

) -

'
e

.jﬁﬁgﬁLthe matefial in theé math classes was lik!ly to be ﬁact-relaeg;(and

™

»

likely to follow a logical sequence. 'In order for material to»be

' factually correctﬁnd in order to provide a model fpr student problem
. . z ’j - g
solving,’géqghers assumed a role of "authority" or "expeggﬂin the f%eld".

[-_QQ\:2;ho£her hand, English lessor content\giy have been more flexible
. B i > Y * Vo
than #hat of math. S

: . =N

Convergent evaluative interactions. Math teachers tended to strive
* i}

* .

more for "pight" answers withgﬁt probing than -did-English teachers.

Although the difference between subject areas is significant((pii.OS),

\ neither group tended to use this questioning technique with gréab‘fre—

\ ' “
N .
quency. ‘ , -~ v oo
!’ s [y .

\ Questions with applications to students lives or current events.
” ? L

Ey . 3 -
nglish feachers tended to ask significantly more questions of this

- : > ) e . Y .
%aturé than did math teachers (p <.0l), probably b&cause math teachers

ldhered more strictly to the ‘text and other prepared illustrationsuié
: [ 44

I , ' -

that gtudents léarned first to solve problems in a commoh context that

-
v

“dan be uBed for later reference. Alsc) it is probably assumed that’

£ the studenpﬂs‘pndefsfanding of basic corcepts and principles is -

- . *

accurate, transfer of\that knowledge will occu more readily.
. . :
=
Observer Ratings of%Students R
» . \‘ - . -

- The coder ratings of students consisted of 26 variables. .Only

2 -~
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one variable from this scale was. significant (i.e., student is usually

A ¢

Before the findings on this variable are discussed, some ‘

( ¢ RN

‘ unhappy)

R N .
- on this scale 111 be mentioned ‘Tgome of th e%variables were expectea
. N e, bty
to remain comstant (stable) acFoss situa;ions (e.g., shoddy appearance)
ST, T s L
and_would’ not be exﬁected to be changad:as a result of environmental

- " of the suggested reasons for lack of additi%ialPsignificant findings e L

MR SN .

changes: Assuming randomization of students within classes, it was also .
" o expeqteﬁfthat other differences amongﬁstudents would be balanced out
o kY R ¢ ',

and therefore, not significant. This. should be the case for such'variables

-as emotional’maturity; achievement motivation, physical maturity, etc.,

- » .
so the lack of significant findings for ratings of students is expected.
N . Sy, ~ . A
T T - e
¢ y . : Insert Table 11 about here
‘. Students were rated as more unliappy in math classes. However,
" this did not reflectzéxtreme unhappiness.- Rather it probabiy representedﬂ
a change topard a more sober mood required for independent thinking and
} B .. A . . o g .
" problem lving. . - L ) ¢
. { ¢ / ; C e £, ‘
Stu ent Ratings of Teachers: . - . = _ ot

»
T

isignificant

- -Uv ) -

%,

/-\£nly one' of ﬁhe nine variables on these seales*refiecte

- diffetences across subject areas; "student feels cemfortableﬁgoing to

.
o

the teacher with a problem. This finding raised the qnestidn of whether

‘

7 Engl sh teachers were’ more student oriented than math teachers; or-whether - sz

N A - 1 .
the différences in student peﬁgepéiens of teachers were due to ;he struc—‘

s% “ ’ B . ) {
turing of‘teacher behavior by the curriculum. o A

Rt

s

°

i Ks
PR '
.o “~

» L.

R
3
s
S
,
PRI

—~ et .

"~ 5 5 : <
-~ ' - ';"_Q‘ 1. ‘
5 - » —;%{. M # S 1 .
“‘-zf‘" - ’h’ ) ng e L~
. - g

“r




£

- " Insert Table 12 about here

i
N

\

. . c e . . '
- , g .
.
f

Observer Ratings of Teachers
S+
There\fe several sign1f1cant d1fferences by subJect areas. These

4 ~

’

s G were often related and could be grouped into the following general
categories: = = - . ’ s T .
. ) i . b 3 ‘ . NS
1. Differences in manner of presentatiop of ‘ontext:
' . . . -~ . i
: "Math\teachers lectured more, used blackboatrds morej;
. >went to students during seatgvoxk, and assigned.homework
" 3
- L4 «

more frequently. . . ! < .

-

" English teachers, on the other hand, .usyd otal readings, .

drama, and vg¥ious audio-vishal materials #® their e

t

presentatlons. ’ . . .. © ve B
© © §
t 2. 'English teachers tenfed to give Mmore attention to thé ’
N v

P attractiveness of the room, as-if settigg the stage’ for )

¢ N i ¢ , .

relaxed Etudent participation in class. Also; English teachers | - . -

. had greater flex1b111ty in the materials .they psed to decorate .

, i f{" ~ - - , ) Sk , 4 P + ré/ . i/ . 2,
“their rooms. b-—a . o - : 4

K
v

3. English keachers exhibited a' democ;ratlc leadership sty]{e and o

-, Pz

tended to nurture Students more° ‘a more authoritarian style, K ~ _( ‘ [

b was inferred for math teachers. Again, this was possibly

‘_demanded’b)" the ‘nature of ‘the material to be taught. N

« 0 . P . Z( ) D 6 R , "-!"
. . i . R ! . .

& -Insert’-Tanle 13 about here . - 7 . .o "

. .. o R . -
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Summary of Subject Matter Differences

]

' The differences found in math “and English classes generally fit ‘into

»

specific patterns which reflected the edntent of the subject (e.g.,, dev-

.

elopment of problem solving skills in math and facilitation of .communica-

] ® . ' Y

tion skills in English) and the teaching methods usually used in the two

1p‘ubject areas (e. g5 lecturing and - demonstration on the blackboard‘%ﬂ
o - 4 Q
math classes and the use of oral readdngs and audio—visual matetials in’
/

k)

.
°
o
- -

)|
v,

. !
i
s q
p
NP
.
]
m|

9 »

- -

a ~

’E ish classes) ) - '
:'_' ’ ‘ ¢ . A .~ d
. he diffie rences.have some implications for research contrdlsein

.

situations ,whéra process data.from different subjéﬁt matter areas are’
LR

going to be Ebmpared

a

h 3 N

g

N I\ ‘.

The pacing and methods used in these two types B
k .

%s important to,recognize

.

° of classes appeared to. be very different. It a

\ \]/ " -
that these differences were probably-due\tb the subject matter and’not to

~

-

LIS -

the individual,characteristics of'the teach!rs. .
) . ‘ %
Generally, there were more similarities than_differences found

I

Where’ significanﬁ differences were

‘ -

¢
* o

between math and English classes.

LI Y

[P

J
found they éeldom reflected | ‘mean di

bl

where a given variable’ was pbserved in only one subject area-(e g., ther
o .

', N -

erences of great magnitude, except

. .
.re — . .

» use,of drama in EpglishlglaSSes) and not at all in the-othen,subject
Lo . -v#} L Sy,

4 i . . . . £
. ; N

<

« »

' area,

\‘l

Differenc

. IS

T I
js for observed sections showed no meaningful patterné Al

® -

although daﬁa from theaplassroom Observation Scales (COS) shqwed

1 \

B ~ . :

significant_diﬁferenceﬁ;for,the seand observed section. Againnlas . ‘ .
. . ) «‘ s = . . ! ~ o ’

,previously mentioned, there was,no;§§?s°n to believe thagfthese
: o . . "'\v_i S ; ) -
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. N N ‘
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I

ings are anything but ¢hance since most second obsérved secﬁions

followéawcloselyfthe\gigsi observed sections. 'Also, what inteéractions

- . r
-

\ . Lo :
appeared between subject mf®tter and observed section revealed no

S

. . . [ 4 !
[ S ~ | : "
igg&ipretable\?atterns.

¢
°
.

JAruntoxt provided by exic |
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p ’/ III. Consistency,of Behavior of Same Student W”ERE -
AN - Observed in Junior High School Math and - MO
" . /' ' > En%lish Classes i K '

. . The pdfpose of these analyses was to examine the stability of the

' . ‘ » .
.

- N N ® > v,
measures collected for the subsample of 199 students observed in both

.the math’ and English classes.

"overlap" subsample.

These students are referred to as the

The reshlts reported here come from correla-

o

tional analyses in which each student's paired stores were compared |,

for -each variable for whichvthere was individual -student data to

determine the stability of measures across the-two classes.

ficant.correlations-indicate stability, which does not necessarily
A .

’ -

- ~ N
mean that students had the same scorexin each class, but that
. .

- >

. N - ' | 4 N .
~ - . 3 R

> -~ - . N
. . a student's stinding relative to the rest of the students was. about
. o v R - . - o . o & .
. . the, same*in either class. - s b R : L.

e - Another purpgse of these analyses was to determ1ne to what extentﬁtpe ’
L

% . e - . oy
&

»individual student may affect the” stability of classroom measures.

- -

. Variables which show high.stability across classes can be said.to be -

5 \ ‘ ‘

'subject to-a student &ffect. Such variables are cettainly‘not‘opt' :

-

' ~of the teacher's“control OT; influence, but they do reflect.classroom

.

| RN [
_dictate what happens. . o )
- \ - : i
: . 1y o S ;
Lo I The &easdres xreported here have beén discussed in ﬁrevious .
. - ' . . - ‘; . RS
\ '_ . sections of this report" high-inferehce ratings and low inferenceu«»" o
-

Some of the data were collected for

L

observational coding measures.
.4 e ' . ’
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v

.
B

"+ individual students and some were ,collected only on teachers. The

v
. (s

subsets which contain individual student scores are those which will
- .

be reported here: - .

vt -

r

4

"stable". when they were correlated

( ¥ariables are réported as

v~ * ~,

highly enough to be significant at, p <.05 .

. ’

3

2 4 :

.

Results

N
1

- , - ~
Before-gresénting those variables qhich were significantly stable,

the unstable and nonsignificant findings will be briefly discussed+

T

ot Yo . . o, o .
racross two classes were those examining the yse of preselected patterned

The only variables which wéré significantly negatively correlated ¢

m

_ tufn selection for ﬁdblié respofise opportunities.” As Was discussed in.
. . . ’ . 2 N ® 0
the previous presentation, this variablevshowed strong subject-matter .
5 Y - g N

differenées*which probably account for ghe'negative corrgiafions for

\ ' N\
‘students in different classeés. -It is unlikely that' any student factor .

= - -
- K

would account for vastly different amounts of this type of éelqptiqn
N » ) : ..

inftWO different classes, since it invplved’tgz ;q;éher €reating the
entire group in-the same, way. -~
! oL - :

.

U
{ * Insert Tables 14718 about Hére

i M R i t: .
. Nénsignificéﬁq vaniables,hweret in geﬁer%l, t%gse for which&strongﬂ
¢ - . - . gt\ i .

. - . ' K i i -
Lsubjeb% matter influences'wereﬁfdun@, although thé;influence was not
i © . - foe ; 7 ‘ .

- .

‘ co Co N . PEE
strong enough to yield significant ‘negative correlations. These were

ot - o
.

' variables measuring the type of questions asked (whether process, ,
! . P P -
f . “ N L i ¥ ‘ N

&

{
L

}

¥
*

IR - .



3

o

product, choice, or opinion) and the difficulty level of the questions

(whether correct or incorrect), for ,these variables, the math teachers

* ;asked. more process questions and student’'s gave more incorrect answers in

[ #
* math classes. The type of feedbadk given by the-teacher also was not

P g 8
e LN

stable for overlap students with the exception af some instahces of

1

integration -feedback and process feedback.

The types of misbehaviors for which students were corrected were \\

-

. not sstable with the exception of two'typés-of misbehaviors related to

-~ 2

& e T . .
”‘disrespect for the teacher. The more ‘severe types of teacher reactions

were not stabl%i%although the use of milder correétigns was, stable.

oy
R

g This may reflect consistent teacher treatment of-students who do not .

" Ao e . "

& ;.; . »
@gi seriouws behavior problems.- - et TR

@
. - ~

;gg% . Four™ways of classifying the stable variables will be presented. ,

- 3
By -~

First, the ‘extent toswhich a student functioned as an independent, tadk-
4 =

. -sno
/ oriented worker was%@%highly stable Characteristic. This is supported “f

by several general ratingséﬁ%ﬁthe students, such as achievement motiva-

1] s, R .
~— tion, aéademic performance and record of’ turning in homework on time.
. . , i f et '“{; X ) s 4
Good students in one class tended tosbe good 'students in the other.
. s§ L LT 3
> ' e P f
. ~ Second, the extént to which the stua nt initiated his or her = . - .
+ \ﬁ
i involvement in inten%ctions was highly stable. For example, the‘types; - f ’ e
t X of selection for pu?lic response opportunitieg;yhich were,stable.were o {i
-~ ' o i3 .. .\ 2 -
{ student volunteering to answer and student calling out t@e answeg,. ;
: H ; : S .
? . t ! 2 L, . ' N \ [ * b : ’ P,
* '+ The rate of student initiated .questions and comments during a ”f
e - . . - ° S . b
£ ) : . . C3 e .
. - @ s 7
y { ( C Y ) e
.. . N I . i,\.?b‘*
> { . L - | , ey
h ] . .
Q - '6]) .
;. - KIS ¢ o ) f o o e I
‘ N ,c\z“a;'ff - '%"si ) 7' o ' o e'“.‘i i/ <

v




PRy
s oE
x .

T

A

1

'ERIC

Py

W N
P o
v

[

B [

fowte

, \ - : ' 55

discussion was highly stable across classes, as well as the rigé of a
. . ’ ’ )
* student's initiating a private contact with-the teacher (such as

o . it

calling theateacher over during seatwotk, or going to the/teacher!s

desk) ‘ Reflecting this same characteristic are the kinds of teacher o7

°
- -

initiatlons with the student. Being selected for a public response .

opportunity as a non-volunteer and being approached by the teacher for

private interactions were measures which showed high &tability.

Although measures of'teacher behaviors, these variables probably reflect

s

teacher responses to student differences: if the student needs contact

. with the teacheg (i.e. is not on task, is not getting practice by

°

. answer.ing questions) and is not goiﬁﬁ’to initiate that contact, then S

Ny

the teacher must make.the effort. . , e, Coe o
Another indication of this characteristic is the proportion of

o ) . ~—

public cdptacts to private ones, which wéégaiso stable. The same

students in both classes are hearajmost/often by the rest of the class.

4 e . ¢

, The high-inference ratings of the gaerlap student’s. are consistent

¢
with this pattein of results. Classroom observers raxings of the '

,, ConL - - o .4 Iz ; ",

students in their two classes on the factor of "outgoing, sociable, /

and happy’with peers and teacher" was highly étable. AlT of these

results fonsidered together‘indicate;that~studént Wil}ingness (and/or Tf o
capacitY)‘to initiate his or her own interactions is a stable,' v

: . f . .

character1st1c, not strongly affected\by subjec¥ matter differences. !

/
L

S,

5
)

. A third pattern notable in the results is the consistency of the
quantity and gualityvoﬁAteaCher-s;udent contacts.- The papers on . T .
4 “ P » . . .
4 ‘ - 2 4 ' # f TR
- — N Y * s i
\ { M - - . .y e k2
, . Ny § /‘:‘;
<[ ' [ { - c . 7 k3 . f 3;:;:
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"1aﬂd more of the latter in English'classes.)

56

'sﬁbjecﬁ—mattér differences suggested several ways in which the types

of ‘questions and activities are influenceq\by the demands of the

'

subject mattefffbut the overlap analyses presented here point out that

4

student differences are also quite important in determining the nature

.
v

. Te
of teacher-student interactions.

r

i

/

Overgll; the rate of any contact with the teacher, rates of public

acédem%c contacts, behavioral contacts, student créated work contacts,

] .

\

When

X

procedural contacts, and social'contact§ were all stable.

. N
.proportions. of types of contacts are examined, those which‘were w?rk— ’

L]

related, non-work related, or behavior-related were stable. Looking

.

just at student-created contacts (student:initiated private contacts

‘with .the teac

1]

), the proportions of .tHese which were contentFrelatéd

* ahd which were procedyre-related were stable, although there were a1§6f

«

subject'matter'differences between content related and procedure related

» .

. 5

contacts by students. (There were more of the former in math classes,

A

.

< ‘e hd

\Thesé findings suggest that a student who stays on-task and doeJ

i ’ I ; . 7 2 .
*not misbehave in ode class is likely,to be about. the same inﬁgnother‘

@ . .

Likewise, a student who often ngeds tO/question the’ teacher on.the

’ -~

X

. - -

page nuﬁber of an asfignment
e i ! ‘

as-in an English class, or at least his o

is as li?ely to need guidance in a mathfcléss

v her standing relative to’
1 Q .

. \l ‘h
the same. e cbntent of the .lesson

A .

-

{
i.e. work, procedures, or '

the rest of the sample will be

IS HEEY
H 4 ol

cHanges, but

-

misbehaving).stay the same.

'the student's concerns

~ N

*”

-

",
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A fourth way of classifying the stable variables is to consider

\

the tone of the interactions described by them.  This can be measured

. - S
by looking at both student-controlled variables and at teacher- .
. o

controlled variables which probably reflect reactions to student '

differences. . _ .

- M .

‘e »

Teacher feedback to answers or requests is an example of the

latter.

.

The proportion.of the time that teachers offered integrative v
L .

feedback or process feedback rather than perfunctory feedback to.a

; - . . A

- -

student”$ answer was stable for several variables, although not in all

/ N . %4

instances. This is'interesting because subject matter differences . '
. ' ' . :"""’f" )
wer!?also noted for these measures. For example, even though integrationy .

of. a student's answer is less likely to EaPpen in English class, students”Q.

who receive the greatest amount of it in English are also likely to receive- *

the greatest amount of it in math, compared to other students. On an abso-

. -
o

lutevscale, they will receive more in mathwthan in.English,-dde\to .
< LS

S c s
\ T

subject matter influences. . S e

.. o T on <.
e Providlng more elaborame feedback«to some students may represent
- . }.. a G “i‘i’ . = .
teaéﬁér w1111ngness to take some‘students'°answers more seriOusly than .
others, but-it is. also likely that th}s is: a refleation,qg the qualltv ¢

.

"~ of the,answer itself in that some students may consisten;ly give bettery

"- < -

moreﬁappropriate answers.

- . v
»

o Ce .oz
v s . ‘. <, f
The rate of academic criticiem and the-proportion oﬁ teacher
N t 6 § f
afforded work contacts given criticism were also stable evaluative . .

N

"o, .
.
«

,W«feedback variables, as was the proportion of behavior cdontacts in

>
v

~: which,the teacher delivered a m11d correction (coded ag’ a‘"management"

‘ehavior)

o

¥

Again these Eesults can be interpreted eibher as ‘teacher 1 .
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- : b s Lad ro-
attitudes toward students or as reactions to the. student behaviors

. Yor a éombination 6?(the two), but the importance of this finding for
: A B
this paper is that "the behaviors were stable. The students tended to
° [ 4

Py

s . —_

- recgive,elaborate"or pexfunctory feedback, criticism, and mild rather .
- 4 ‘ i A

than mote severe behavioral corrections to about the ‘same ‘relative de- ﬁ_‘
< . - h

gree in each class. Again, however, the ébsolute amount “for any stu- ’
dent might be affected by the subject matter.® -

’ . - .

“aA The student-controlled behaviors which were stable and which reélect

. .

-

.- : ' 4
the tonal quality of interactions with the teacher are primaF¥ily reflected

.

. - 1in the types of misbehaviors occurring.. The proportigpé of allvmis-

behaviors which were "sassing énq defying the teacher" or "baiting the
23
teacher'" were stable. The students exhibiting these behaviors in one .
-

‘class also did so in the other.. Overall; the rate of "aversive)

" -] ..
contacts was stable, and the rate of "reinforcing" dyadic conta
proached significance {p = :06), indicating that the extent which

- N i (‘ -
a student had pleasant, neutral, or unpleasant fontacts was® stable from

. - class to clash. ) ’ L. . -

t S L . . . . - .
oL High-inference, ratings vhich are,releyant to the .tone of inter-. )
. . '. i . i '~ N . . - . . R o d
actiond” and which were stable were observers® ratings of "antisocial

~ . . . N ] B B

Lo : { S . ¢ .

e e . ! { i1
. teidencies,- emotional, or behavioral problems' and\ teacher ratings of the :
RN 5 . - . ¢
: { : ' -4

- students as "would want student in class’ again" and '"student's behavior in

class." These suggest that the student strongly influences the tong\of

PR .

- — (

- .t . R L + .
’ his or her interactionms. < = vE ‘

Th'e picture that emerges, then, is one of students being—Ereated with

relatively the same amount of warmth, acceptance, and respect in each R 4
- ‘ ) S . o ,

N ~ . 2" {

—~t
a

4 ! - o, SV L < e ¥ ) ’
_class, and affording the same relatively to each of tpe teachers he or o

)
’ ¢ r} . .
¢ . ' ’ 5 B

f v i ‘ "' - ‘ N > “ . ‘r, ?“: N
: Q . . - . ' : L ' ,
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. . .
she has. One might expect, then, that.the student ratings of teachers would

reflect this and also be stable, but that was not the case. Only two

.of nine scales were stable: "Studént feels comfortable - ‘going to the

. -
teacher with a personal problem" and "Student learned a great deal in this

f s

class". Ratlngs of the teacher's competence, unterest in the students,

and student s des1re to have the teacher aga1n were not stable.

Another study conducted by the %Efrelates of Effective Teaching

Project, the:Student Attribute Study, yielded results which are very

>
.

>

similar to these (Brophy, ,Evertson, Anderson,‘Baum, and Crawford, Note 9).

That study foZused on behavioral correlates “of students who were ranked

by their teachers as being consistently high-or 1dw on several scales.

It was gerderally found that students who were seen positively were

¢« t

seen that: way on almost every measure, and likewise for the studen;

N

ranked low on‘zhch scakes as achievement potent1al persistence,
i ) . .

coopegation, etc. Even though'this study was done with elementary

students, many of the same'patterns of.behavior which distinéuished “\%e\

the "top" from-the "bottom" students are those same typesiof heha;iq;s'A

® - . ?

.which were stable for the oberlab students: public vs.;privage contacts,

&

b
and general tone of teacher~s$tudent interactions. .
{
. \e " €
In summary, several student characteristics and classroom processes

, .

~ -

are seen to be _stable across two cIasses of different subject matter.’
'In any specific‘;ituatlon, these character1stics may be mode;ated by ﬁ

the demands of the subJect or individual teacher influence. On the

-
"

-

) ReEm

‘o
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. t )
whole, however, certain kinds of %tudent behavior and student

‘

e

’pharactéfistigsAwére skable across‘classes,“pganing=that the student's

relative standing was the same, regardless of téépher or subject
[ ]

o

matter, -
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Discussion * :
. ) . ""

Using a box score approach for Categorizing across the studies

L .
surveyed Shavelson and Dempsey~Atwood concluded tha;\\hacher

.

) ~ .

presentation, positive and neutral feedback, probing, and classroom,

. C ,
management were moderately stable; that the stability of content
" - “ .

presentation, motivational skills, expressive teaching style,
. > '/'l ®
affective style, c¢lassroom administration, and teachgf individualiza-

<

- -

tion was unclear because some variables showed good sfabiliti&and

~

others *did not;'and that the stability of teacher questioning, negative

feedblick, student-centered teaching style, interpersonal behavior,
‘ ‘e

the degree to which the teachéi followed prescribed procedures, and

N ' -

- -indirectéteacher ntiol of the classroom was"verz‘ﬁﬁw.

<
Te % 3

These are intkresting suggestions that will be considered, but

- < - -
~ .

we do not believe that the data upotl, which they are based were strong

~ P

enough to Justify cons1der1ng them as hypotheses In many studies,
v -
the length of the observations ué%d to generate the raw data was so

¥
»

‘.limited ag to call into questlon any attempt to assess stability, and

) . PPN

’ ip otherss kn!%h differepces }n the contexts 1n whigh_differe:% measure_

~

N

‘ments: were taken call into question the very expectation of stability,
r ; e j_ €L~ E’

Also, the research settings varied widely in general level subJect

-

matter, number and type of tléchers included,,types of behavior measured

. .
- + 5
- Ty

A S and types of scores used. s ’ . ‘ \ ;
ti’ﬁ&“— YP{ ‘ .. v ‘ e~ (? .
- Amgng the variables found to be leawg stgble in this study were

-3 ans ¥

the difficulty level of questions, the types of feedback %ollowing T

. . : ,2 N ’ s D
> P te 4 3 - ’ .
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Ty wrong answprs, B,ai%e to students in private eontacts,gand the

1

- ) Cpercentage of total tlmeddevoted to studentzresponse opgortunltles S B -
B ST et ' o
R T in public settings. Tn;s includes the variable of questioning - .
> R . e e . .
f; . B mentioned by Shavelson and Dempsey—Atwood )and it includes elements .
“' 1“ ‘ N ‘of student-éentered teaéﬁ;ng st}!éland in&;reif teacher control as - . i ’ )
B .%gg . . well. However, the other varla;Ies,mnciuded in thls report do “not N ! . \;i;

. ao?ear on thlS’l;St; agd,.in general, there isnot much correspondence
. v

.. .betwten the two lists". e voa e "

-~

—

in-our own earller xork u31ng 31m11ar obsefvatlon ;nstrumentsal .
: S © O -
second and third grade classrooms (Brophy, CouIter, Crawford,. - .\\ - o

s =t
o *

boe Evertsog, and Klng, 1975 Brophy, Evertson Crawford, Klng, and Seplor, "

g~

o Note 2; Crawford Brophy, and Evertson Note 3) ,This‘seems attri{“ -

.
~ . ¢ A M

butable to- tgg~fact the. two class sectlons observed for each 'teacher ;// ‘

.
" ~ « 4.

: wete/taught to.students;at€§he same grade level 1n\the\§afe\echool -,

- oAt

‘ - 2

taking the’ same Cpurse,.and-td‘the fact that a‘great deal of data w%re

] N . . . .

collected in edch classroom (an average of 20 hours). The high compa- P o .

- oL N - ‘ « -» . ,—
e . 4 R L * > ’

rability of class sections had the, effedt o%fﬁatchdng classes-on a ;’
- ; . ] 4 . et ,'-" LN
*great many, context variables, leaving only random differencés’in sttdent’ .' -

- 0

e éomoositioniﬁ Even here, .,the potential for such differences Was?;h

- - [ . . @
. z
« PR z . . 7 (S ot

minimized; because the students were.din the same grade in_tHEJsame
- ) * ) . t . " ° - . - °

R . ' "QEhool. Many of the gtudies reviewed by SHavelson and Dempsey-Atwood

- ., - LS .



- ¥ ,
k-4 ’ . _K
: s . R ’{‘é}g ) . . ‘
} = ' ' .
vh ‘ , N § o
1 . /-
3 o 63 :
‘1“\&‘ . v ‘ B . S : . Y Oy
}g .(1976) used class sections that were knownvto be different (o{ted -
1 M N . .
<t . " - .
ot %n deliberately structured to‘be different) in one or more -
L i ) * . v
it R : ’ t )
R .
fundamental ways. This may be the primary reason for the generally
% . — -
1ow stab111ty reported in these studles.
P

The present study -shows that more thorough sampfing reveals many

. ‘ - .- " , - [N M

ﬂig*lowhinference measures to be quite stable across class sections, but
s . 2 Y

’

it also shows that’ the problem of inade€quate sampling-does not 8o away
v 'forym'

» Particylar process behaviors occurred was

>

iables that appear with 1ow frequency.

The frequency with which
. Q‘. -

BQe\of the strongest single

nants of .stability coefficiens, although there were some excep-

.

L4

« tions. Even in ehis study, a great many process behaviors did not

®
»

4\;_\32?ear often enough to allow reliable sampliqg.

E

"8
'Many of these vaédigles
- v b ' I i /. ‘

. , Probably are not important enough’'to warrant serious and extended K;“;/
L .

s d

study. Those that ‘are will have 'to be studied with methods that

', i

artifiCally pfoduce the behaviors more frequently and‘perhaps predic-

Y At

L4 -
‘ s A .
=€ably;=so that they can be observed often enough to allow statistical

he . (2
%
4 o . ° .

jassessment.

-
’

\

<
One way to 3b this 'is' to-assemble "case stddies".that could be

. -

analyzed later as part of a*single sample:

This n@#hod would preserve
4

°

"the natura11st1c character of the interaction samples, although dolng

.4
é%out what

¢
a ‘

it would require a good, deal of advance 1nformation
‘

e

"

.

aspects of situations should be recorded for pfeservation. An alter-

)

native method would be té;groduce situations experimentally by maqf;

L] e

‘pulating- teacher behavior to see its effects on students, or manipu-

1ating student behavior to observe its effects on teachers. - Here, it

-

A
v N LN 4
2 -

v
P

R R T RS T

e O,

.
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N ‘ \\\
would be 1mportant to see’ that the' sub3ects~d1d not know the

hypotheses (or,,ideally, even the variables of in'terest). . These-

. ;e . N .

;@ethods would produce a greaq'gain in efficiency or control, but at’
R >, . - ." . . )

the cost of naturalistic realism.. This might not be a.problem for

«*

4

. nafdables dealing with instructional ‘techniques (what shodig the
I ' “

© . . , ~ - N

"teacher do.if the student o¥iginally said "I don't know," and a
"' ' ¢ . N - °

prompt'has.failed“to elicit a response?), but the loss in‘realism

o . -

might be too seriqﬂe to overcome ir investigations of variables

- - R V8

2

having to do with classroom management techniques (what should the

. . o o

teachet do if two students who are fooling around have not respbnded

-
e
e e

to instructions telling them to.get to work?) ,

" The present data confirm previous findings that high inference |

A
.

& ratings yield higher stapility coefficients than scores from low
-~ N * » . , A4

& ¢ - -

infetence coding? .This should not be taken to imply that high

. ~ ‘.‘ .
inference ratings are preferable, -however, for several “reasons.

First, high’inference ratinés génerally deal with broad and often
~ t . *

covert aspects of classroom process, in contrast to the more specific

-

and overtdy behavioral aspects included in low inference coding. One

implication of this ks that high inference ratings should be more

- -

-//////Efagle. Fof "certain vaniab;es, they may be the method of choice,

but other &ariables (feédback to student enswers) cannot be rated
valldly with high 1nference scaleg although they can be counted

% ek
,l

. accurately with low 1nference methods. Also, high inference ratings’

-

o impllcitly assume that ‘dertain teacher characteristics are or should

v

) 5 & generic, but as knowledge about context effects increases,~1t is be—




. . -
. . . . . , - ) s
' HEN s ., -t - %
. . o . / B L
e » o " , c N

SRy ¢ ! ' a ~ *

Al - .
i coming Elear that few:protess behav1ors are truly generic. Most .

vary (probably appropriat 1&? w1th context _(Brophy and Evertson Note lO)

02
»

“In addition to thif conceptual problém, there is also-the -
* ' _question, of validity., High inference ratings are frequently distorted

.

o Yoo .
by halo”éffects, personal biases, 1nstruct10nal set, and many other - |
. ‘,.» ‘ M * :
o influences that 1nflate measures ‘of réllablllty but erode va11d1ty.

. L) 1
Aspects of th1s\were seen 1n the present study: observer rat1ngs on

64 scales covering a great variety of aspects o£ teaching were more
! .
) stable across Glass sections than student rat1ngs of nire general ; '

« &

teacher character1st1cs. Students saw the teachérs only wi7hin~one‘ : I

class section, but observers ofte; saw them in both class sections,

s

so that the stablllty in observer rat1ngs probably was 1nfiated by

halo effects somewhat This will be checked further By examining - '
. the stability of~the ratings done on a given teacher by only two *
. . ' R T
. ' . observers versus those done by\three Or more observers.

e N . ” e i

.o Ingeneral,sghough the stabllity seeﬂ 1n-thls study was thte R

e 1mpress1ve. Among other things, it 1mp11es that the use of parallel ::‘ )

'class sectlons taught by* the samé teacher would allow a great deal of L - -
c {’ ; . - . . 0} ) "'

control over extraneous varﬁgbles in studies wh1ch compared tneatments._ e T
. < L4 v-. C ’ ’.(.: -
- There would be serious contamfﬁation problems, here, of course, becaus R W es
. o ‘. . ¢ - - J ..
the same teacher would be asked to do one th1ng in one sectiogn and T L
oo T "taéi
, anothér th1ng in another sectlon. However if two pos1t1ve treaﬂﬂents . L b
. (rather than one treatment and a conﬁrol procedure) ‘were involved j, KPR ,rf?f
L . . \: . --":__
that the. teacher could c0ncentrate on doing one set of--things in one R R

~ ey - e - . . PSR - FA
N . \ 7 . X R - . Y . . .‘.. . . I
" * . . .' _ . - p s 5

*~ ¢ / -, ° -
) -Lj\ 7 " k g 7 1 * ' . o ; :

v . N a . T 3
/ * '," ! "t ) P « el , i ? sa“‘ ' "
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class and a different’ set of, things in the other class, the result -

R

s 8,

’

could be an excellent opportunity to observe the specific effects of
5 ! s 6 N

each treatment.  ° ) c ’ . : .
3 < A ’ e e
! The contrast between the relatively high stability seen here vs, ot

. other studies shows that stability in process measyres can be achieved

with enough observations‘and enough control over context variables, - . "
- but it also illustrates the futility of expecting all process measures

3

to be stable. This wild happen only if invegtigators confine them—

selves, to ‘the most frequent ‘and typical (ahd’usually uninteresting)

<
-

behaviors. o L ) ' )
. As’ we have noted elsewhere (Brophy and Evertson Note 10), Lo

! ult1mately the sqlutaon to stab111ty/generalizability concerns lies

. . é
in learning more about context effects on process measures and process— “-

. . '
.\\>“\\\;\) outcome relationshﬁps, and about how to accommodate such effects in e
-

“ . improved research designs. If this is accomplished, the stability/

. . - s
~ F- N
) . generalizability. problem could disappear.

it

;. One _issue which has net been addressed in this report is that of

: . . ' KR
. the role of stab111ty in individual teacher effectiveness. Most

<

\ =

-t:\-’ ) researchers recognize -and agree that flexibility is likely to be a .

- ‘ ‘- . vital component in teacher behavior and that tailoring teaching methods

to the demands of the classroom ‘is appropriate behavior. If'so,one

. ;
e .- should éxpect értain effective teach1ng behaviors to be unstable.

v A future T examine the stability scdres of
1
. . - ., % B ' 0

individual teachers from clusters of empiricallY'preselected behaviors

“

- "y
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'Appendix A. 'Description of Data Subsets ’ ) Y %
G A . ’ A

[

——

>

. LN

. O ‘ . . R - . ‘X
The data presented in thjs report are derived from.several glb-

) .
7z .
~ s, ., P
H . N e W
% - “5.
v iz

sets of the Junior High Study. The following is a list of the subsets .

used, a brief déicription of eath, and an indication of the report & :

sectfbns where they will be discu;;eda
v ' ]

&7 . 1. Clgssroom Observation Scales (C0S): a §ét éf qul€e'§{gh;

«éﬂginference five-point scales of teacher and stﬁdent'classrbom behaviors.i\ |
A , . LI ¢ . ’ L .

Included also are 3 types of questions and 4 factor sgénes f:?m the .

geet .

factor analyses. Results from this subset are discuésed[iﬁ,Sections;

. ’ L. [ L . . L
I and II. . e Y <
. . . SO A LS e

# 2. _Observer Ratings of Teachers: a subsetyof 100 high-infer- S Yf
ende five-point scales on which teachers were rated abifﬁe;end of the . T :
. . o " . / ’”,,/« ' . -
year by the two observers who had seen the teacher througbﬁ@t'the
. , ~ . . IR -
z 4 t 4 . . . : AR ..,
year. The two sets of ratios per teacher were combined’aftgg uhreli- A

w - .-

gble.variableé wére dropped. Results from this subset éré discussed

e -

. Y "
. ~

in Sections I -and II. Pl .
( A ‘. \' ) .
3. Observer Ratings of Students:; a subset of high—inference . .
. -‘ . P,. v ¢ l. 'p .
data ¢onsisting of twenty-five five—péint.scalesf each of the two )
observets cellecting data in'a particular cldss rated target students oK
. . L3 .

dt the end of the year. One variable was dropped for lack of reli-
5, : aﬁiiity and the rests; which were highly‘reliéble, were combined to :

- give one score pér student. Results from this suhset are discussed

’

**.. in Sectiéns I,II, and III. a

. 3 <o - o . . ‘ ’ R . ' .
. \‘1% o . . . 4 . 'J ‘ ) o . ~"_‘?"‘ .

EMC . . ’ N O . \ . ’ s .‘,-' .
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.o . -~ ' - - ¢ Pt A




2
L3
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.

dsof scores: (1) rate scores, for which freauencies were dividdd by b -

@

b Student Ratings of Tegchers:/ a sugsef f_high—iﬂference'déta

b ‘ 3

SO < - : ' . . .,
consisting of all students in each observed class rgting their teacher

A I'4
1

., onnine five-point scales. “Results from this subset are discussed in

. -

f” ’

-

‘ o . : {
SectMons I -and II. . . .
- . o %‘ © : ! .

%

o,

5. Time Utilization: as a portion of the lew-inference coding T
- ¥ . .

system, classroom obsgrvers kebt»an account of the number of minutes
teachers«utilizeéd various teaching formats. These were calculated as '

~

.proportions of total teacher controlled time. Results from this sub-

for

.

set of data ar= discussed in Section II. ’ - .

N .
Y Q
‘

6. Teacher Ratings of Students: a subs%g of high-inference data
L T . L.

s %

fod
consisting,of five ratings of each target student.. These were done on

. . »
>

five point .scales from (1) low on the behavior to (5) high on the
2. < . SN

. —_— - -
Jbehavior.

. 1

7. Low szerence Obser&&%ional«Coding System Proportions -and

NS .

Rates: each behavior coded in the ldw—infefence cpding

-~ ~ .

inqividuallyﬁtalife%yénd summed ‘and these* fxequencie

-, . ‘e L+
system was e

Telded two,fypes' e
Y. - . ¥ .

*

number of minutes of observation, thus giving an index of the absolute
i R . * N - .

. »

. o~

rate at which certain behaviors occurred®(such as correct answers per E
¢ ] $ V- 3 3
. . - - . ‘. ! “

50 minute clasgsperiéﬂ; and £2) proportion scores for which raw . . . C

s, ~
M

. Lo . A3
frequencies were used’ to indicate the relative amounts of various

~ 5 -~

. . “ae

behaviers (such as the proportiens of corraect .ansyers of-all answers

_given).. kesplts fromfthesé subsqts are discussed Sections I, II, . .

o,

- . & .
and' I.IL ] - d ' . oy o - _ . .

. . ~
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School Date ___/__/ _  Start A English Math T CLASSROOM FORMAT

Teacher _____ M _F . Observer _°_ Stop i test_ ¥ Y I Funcwhorlt: :{s . D
. ‘ ) activities ____ ' |- fractions — 1| *sM Gre/TC
Gen'l Class _, __ SmGrp ___ _ *Sm Grp Mem ## _ Grammar . ) d:c‘i:mal: —_— .
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-
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Drama - BS
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Other -

o
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NEF IO

Ul

PADISCUSS

%
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Table 2. Correlations across Class Sectigns for Content- Formats
.During Mat;h and English Classes o T .
~.;—s§,§n ~ - e )
« 1. Four functions: whole mumbers : ' .88**
v, ) : . - ] -
- ‘[ o . . N LN .
e 2. Four functions: " fractions .. . . 90%*
' T ' ’ . ' BT . - < » s,
. ¢ .
‘ * 3. Four functions: decimals . | - T . h . 88%%
. 4. [Percentages ) v . . .66%*
. /,f'\ . L : . .
. 5. Geometry A ) Tt e . JB7%x
‘ 2 . — . 75%%
6.. Algebra .» b o 75 )
‘ 7. Other R . , ’ 93%% d
L . . \
t h Y ’ ",‘
* English ) ' . ¢ T
. = . 8. Spelliljxg tests C ‘
9. Spelling activities = %‘* . _— ) .
‘. 3 ' ) ¢ L h
s, %’ e . i N ) a "{: . . T "' - - -'~.} ’
i %“ ~ 10. Grammar: punctuation,"?‘éapi:tali;,z‘xatlon‘ . L " -
o ’ ~E o ) : N .-
- “11. Gramr'uar:'~ sentence ssx;ucture ) . . ‘ .66%% ’
e .12, Grammar: -paragraph study - T L . Th%%
- w13, Grammar: parts of speech. A o« 88%%: ‘ ‘. o
JUE . N y . - - . . Ve
CA 1.4 Story reading - ,’“‘“ Tl T et - ~ ; g2%' ‘
.. \‘u.‘ . " * ¥ - . Jo- -~ . - .0 - Al - - "
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154. non-volunteers whom teacher gave no feedback $25% ' )
. -~ . ‘ ;
155. wvolunteers, whom teacher gave no fewdback - «39%% Lo
a boe " : o H i
156. call-out students whom teacher gave no . feedback /) . 30%. ’
157. 'preselected, patterned turn studentg whom '
teacher gave proeess feedback . ? . 17
158. preselectegi non-patterned turn students whom
R . teacher gave process feedback .11
. o 159. ‘non—yoluﬁ;eers whom teacher gave process feedback J40%%
' * 160. ,volunteers whom t&acher gave process feedback - . :58%* ’
‘ 161. call-out students’ whom teacher gave -process feedback  ,53%* ST .
162. preselectéd, pattefned turn studemrts whom teacher . _-.10 4 )
) gave the answer R ] .o
‘. . /’Tg;t preseledted non—patterned turn students whom . .05 .
- ." «teacher: gave the ans®er : .ot .
(] - , -
164. non-volunteers whom teacher gave the answer . §AT7H*
. . - . LV o ’ : .
. 165. volunteérs whom teacher gave the answer . . .13 .
; 166. call—out students whom _teacher gave the answer ) .30% ¢ .
167. - preselected, patterned turn students whose turns 3
. “teacher terminated by asking another student .19 . )
'168. sp eselected, non-patterned turn students whase s o
“*#irns teacher terminated by asking anothe%—seudent .06 .
» ’ <~. " .
T~ 169. non—volunteers whose turns teacher terminated by '
T~ asking another student - ~ > 'ol26% - ’
R . A N -
. 170, volunteers whose turns teacher terminated by ) -
' asking another student . o ‘ .30% g
- - * i
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Table 4 (cont.) - ) . : -

171.

2
, -

call-out students whose turns teacher termina

by asking,andther student : -.03
- ;172. non-volunteers whose turns another studen .
terminated by calling out ~ ! . : .15
. / "173. veolunteers whose tyrns another student'terminated ‘
' by calling out o : ¢ .13
174. call—out students’ whose turns another student ) v
. terminated by calling out .19
. 175. correct answers given by preselected patterned ° ’/ .
. - turn students .o "y . 30%*
. - .
176. correct answers given by preselected, non-patterned
turn students ' 32%%
177. correct answers given by non-volunteers , L60%% "
) 178. correct answers’ given by volunteers L60%*-
, 179. cofrect answers given by students who called out 262%%
180, incorrect answers glven by preselected, patterned
turn students ) . .25%
[ A - . ©
: 181. incorrect answers .glven by preselected, ﬁon-patterned‘
turn students _— ) PR J46%%
. : = * .r ‘ - N . ) ’
182. incorrect answers given by non-volunteers . 39%%
183. incorrecf answers given by volunteers .23
» ]
184. incoryect answers given by students who call out .10
. ' - .
. L%S. "don't know" or no response answers given by’
’ preselected, patterned turn students 21
186. 1'don t know or no response answers given by' y Yo
preselected, non-patterned turn students ’ 27%
187. '"don't know'" and no response answers given by non- Y
volunteers . n «31%%
: 4 ) - "‘ 4 ’5
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A\_! % R ‘\w ‘& . '-1 “,
201 calleduout quéstlons which were irrelevant . -
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202."1rrelevant quesfions which were called\but and N
glven'feedback,? Wt N . ‘_>,n42*£‘
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{ 203. 1rre1evant questlons wﬁich‘were called—out and ) -
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incorrect answers. aftar which™ teacher gave

sustalnlng feedback

~
o

7
J

.‘("
B L
o)
. s
gy

. 189, "don't know and nb response an vers afﬁér’which
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tablé 4 (cont.)
205. ‘éuéstidﬁé which were not called-out

206, qlestioms which were réhévgnt.

v o . e .
207. -relevant questions which were not accepted -

éOS.J“TelevéﬁQ‘qugétions which were given feedback
v
. . ?;'n .
209." reIeva&tiﬁﬁestions which were given process-
. feedback’-
AN R :
"Zlq. relevant questions which were redirected

.211. relevant questions integrated into the class
«discugiigf . : - .

212. questibns which were ‘irrelevant

213. irrelevant questionsg whichaﬂé;e given feedba
/ ) H . R .

214. comments which were called-out - -

N ! . &v
215. relevantzgohments which were called-out
216. relevant comments which were calléd—oht and
~  praise ' N
217.. relevant comments which were called-out and
', crititism
218. rélevan comments which were cadlled-dut and
219.. relevant comments which were called-out and
accepted .t
. .,? . . N
JQZZO. relevant comments.which were called-out And
- feedback

221. relevant comments which were calléd-out and
" «process feedback ) "

. = ,

222. relevant comments which were called-but and

integrated into tle class discussio
/223, irrelevant comments which wete called-out
324. irrelevant comments vhich were led~out an
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A Tablefﬁ (cont.) .
225. 1irrelevant.commenfs which were called-out “ ¢
and ignored . Ca, . ‘L . . S4%%
226. irrelevant comments which were calied-out .
and not accepted . .08
s N
227. irrelevant comments which wgte called—out' v
» and given feedback !? . . S 37%%
- & .
228. relevant comments which were not called-ouq. s .53%%
) 229. relevant comments ich were not called-out
and were given g}/yée . ° . .01
g . ' 2. .
230. relevant comme g%/zhlch were not called-out . ’
C, and were g1ve feedback - !if V4 8%%
- 231. relevant comments wh1ch were not called~outg < A
..and were given process feedback ?r .90**
] - t *‘é" /

232. relevanﬁ‘comments which were not called-qiit

and wf /ch were integrated into the cldssd g
R ‘fsion ' g: 56**
233. evant comments which were not calIid—e/t/
were ignored . g ; .13
< : V%
234, 1rrelevané ‘comments which Were not called-out ) )
., - ahd were rot accepted -.02
/ ~ N . i
-t Q
// . 235.- irrelevant comments which were not called-out
! Ty and were ‘given, feedback ) o4 Ce T.35%%
T4 ¥ N ‘ ( P ) Waf ‘ ’
= j2$6. questions and comments which yére praided ., no data
’ ¢ J . ! - .
* 237. questions apﬂfcomments whicﬁ/were criticized np data
!, )" , ’
;/}; Student Created”u / ’
.{y- g - ) L~
’ contacts/whlch.related tb academie coﬁf‘hf ” T . 57k%
contacgé*which relate to classrooF procedure I 50%*%

]
acadeni c related _contacts whichééé}e given praise '} . S4%%
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. 1 . 2
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242,

243,

s

247.°. contacts which involved personal requests:

- 248,

v

249.

250,

-

.251:‘

-

252,

»

~

Teacher Initiated#*

255,
256.
251.

258,

* ‘ N

4 (cont.)

-academic-related contacts
brief teacher contact - *

3 academic related contacts

. ,long teacher conta%F’

v * °
Do . : ¥
244, academic related contacts

delayed contact
245.- academic-related contacts
. -feedback ‘

246. acadepic related confaqts

process feedback

-

which involved

whith involved s

- AN

in which teachet
. ¢
which were given

which were given~

o r

k]

delayed \-

brief feedback

brief process

personai‘conéaéts wﬁich tegcher grante@
peisonéi contacts w@ich teacher
personal contacts which teaéher
acadenpic éelétqg‘contacts.giveﬁ
academic reléted contacﬁé given
feedback ( : ’

s

253, academic related contacts given

L]

. -
@

1oné fgedBacé

~

icontacts:whicb related to academic contént

k4

academic related contacts whic

.. .

‘academic-related cohtécfs°whigh were brief

v

+
. 3 ,

academic related,contacts which involved praise

H

<

dcademic related contacts which were long *

r - b

‘academic related contacts Th which teacher -

observed ‘student

‘e

did not-grant *’

p'invbived criticism

Ebxx
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38%%x (
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Thple 4

"“261.
262,

263.

.1266. |

267.

H
.~ .
.

cont.)
. : c /0
academic related contacts
» fepdback -, ‘.

academic rdbated contacts

Zfocess feedback
R
c

ademic related contacts
brief feedback .

R}

academic related contacts
‘brief process feedback

;acédemic related contacts
, long feedback

academic relatﬁd éontacts
long process feedback

contacts which related to

Behavior Relatéd'Contacts:

268,

o

-

-270.

|
“ -1

272,
. 273.
"G 27a,

275.

v 276,

-

which involved

‘r

which”involved
which involvéd

which-involved

-

which involved

4

which involved

- L

classroom procedure
:
i
>

misbehaviors to whibh'teache¥ responded but .
wpich coder did not observe

¢
.

nondisruptive misbehaviors (daydreaming,*‘” N

wastlng time) . . °,

-

>

.

mlsbehav1ors~1n which student soc1alized N

‘with others, >

disrupéivé misbehayiors

A o1

[ 4

;'}/43471. ?misbehaviors'which involved beinf laté to class

~ ’ 4

mlsbehaviors in Whlgh student sassed or defied

.teacher'

3
e *

¢ o

-

misbehaviors in which student was verbally*

aggressive'toward teacher

mlsbehaviors in whlch student was physical;)L
L 4

aggressive toward teacher’

or peers

> -

-~

or peers

-

misbehav1ors in which student 1eft class: without
permission

J4b*%
. 32%%
. 38%%
ALY
.25%

. 35%%

.63%%

.22

o 37%%

. 32%%
.09
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.21
"=,01

.20

-.06

e




4

v

278.
. 279.

280.

285.

: 286.

288.

290,

291,

.

292.

-

293.

» nonverlly

" Table 4 (Eont.

M * _3
ot o8
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misbehavi s Yhich involved contraband _\' *
" items.(knfes, radios, toys,-etc.) .o
misbehavi s.in whichsstudent baited teacher <

misbehaviffrs in which student slept in class

misbehaviffrs which could not be classified in
the abov &

. A—n

N, o .. \

wtisbeh ors in which teacher intervened
i
* o
misteh

iors which involved management request
from N f ’

acher
misb@laviors which involved management request
but which teacher directed to wrong student
(target error) {

misbehaviors which involved management requyest:

but in which teacher delayed acting (timing errbor)

misbehaviors which involved management request

and in whlch teacher overréscted » . \
» .

misbehaviors which” teacher crititized
\

.. 287.

289.

misbehaviors ih
sfudEnt (target

‘misbehaviors in
(timing error)

misbehaviors in

wHhich- teacher criticized wrong'

error)

J -

which teacher

detayed criticizing -

overreacted with

which teacher

criticism

misbehayiors in which teacher "threatened student
~ ) '

‘misbehdviors in whicﬁ teacher delayed threatening -

(timing error) ,

misbehaviors.iﬁ which teacher overreacted with
threats - ’

misbehaviors which involved management request
o but’ ‘which coder did not observe .

-~ 9
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Table 4 (cont.)

294. misbehaviors which teacher criticized but
which coder did not observe

%95, - mild misbehaviors 1n éahich teacher interveneé5
nonverbally . " : ! ‘
mild misbehaviors which involved manegedéht .
request from teacler '’

‘mild'hisbehéviors which teacher criticized
mild: misbehav1ors in whlch teacher threatened
student

* misbehaviors-“in which gtudent socialized with

others and in which teacher infervened
nonverbally

misbehaV1ors‘1n which student socialized with
others and’ wh1ch ‘involved management request
misbehaviors in Wthh s;udent socialized with
others'ané—whéeh—Eeaeher‘criticized ;

.2
m1sbehaviors in which student socialj zed with
others. and in which teacher threatened student

1
tardiness which involved management request

tardiness which teacher criticiged

disruptive misbehaviors in which teacher
intervened nonverbally- - ; r :

. ! - [
diérupgive‘misbehaviors which involved. -
management request

disruptive misbehav1ors which teacher '
criticized : ;

{

1

disruptive misbeﬁaviors»iw which teacher =

threatened student
N

misbehavior; in which student sassed or defied
teacher and which involved management request
misbehaviors in which student sassed or defied
teacher and which teacher criticized
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Table 4 (cdnt.)

311. misbehaviors in which student sassed or defied -
teacher and in whigch teacher threatened student . k12
312. misbehaviors in which student. was verbally
'aggressive and which involved man gement request

313. misbehaviors in which student was' p ysically
) aggressive and which 1nvolved management request’  _ (2

314. misbehaviors in which student was ph sically
* aggressive and which tedcher criticized

-

‘2315. misbehav1ors'1n which student left class
’ without permission and which involved management

,request .
Vo Yy :

316.» misbehaviors which 1nvolqu contraband items
and which involved managément request

3

.-
i

317. misbehaviors which involved eontrabahd "item$
" and in which teacher threatened student
1
318. . misbehaviors 1n\wh1ch student baited teacher and
which. involved management request.
. [ ] ) '
. 319. miscellaneous misbehaviors (not in the above
categories) which involved(management requests

320. miscellaneous misbehaviors (not in the above
) categories) which teacher c¢riticized

« ..,

, .

321. .misbehaviors which involved nanagement requests’

{ P
"

322. misbehaviors which teacher criticized
»

“323. -misbehaviors in which teacher threatened student
. - . » t .
324. misbehaviors in which teacher acted without
target or timiag error R
. 325. misbehaviors in which teacher acted with
target.error

326. misbehaviors in which teacher acted with .
timing error - . .

.

e




Tahle 4 (cont.)®
327. . mispehaviors in which teacher overreacted

0“ ot '
328. mild misbehaviors which involved management
_ requests. s )

329. mild misbehaviors which teacher criticized

"330. serious misbehaviors wh;ch involved management
" requést ) P
. H . &

331. serious misbehavidrs which teacher criticized
332. mild misbehdviors in which‘teacher'acted without
target or timing error :

333. - mild misbehaviors in which teacher .acted with
target error 6 ,

3

334. ‘mild misbehaviors in:which teacher acteduwith'i‘
timing error ’ C

-
P
©
N

mil mlsbehav1ors in which teacher: overreacted
serious misbehaviors in which teacher acted
without target or timinggerrotf

serious misbehaviors in which teacher #4cted
with target error .

serious misbehaviors in which teacher acted
with timing error . .

Y ‘. . N A J
339. serious misbehaviors in which teagher overreacted

. . a

Social. Contacts 1 . 3
. *

- 340. teacher—initiated”cdntacts which weré social

34L. student—createé contacts which wére social i
342. student—created contacts which were social agd
which teacher accepted ~
343, student—created contacts yhich were sdcial and

which teacher did not accept ‘e

-

L :

General Categories
*

. N N
344. response opportunities in which teacher_prafée&

345. response opportunities in which teacher critilized

106

.09

T a25%

.30%

-.02

.

J63%*
. 58%*
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» 346. dyadic contacts which were reéponse opportunities «82%% o
- ) e .
-~ 347. dyadic contacts which were student~initiated ’
N - questions .39%%
. '348. dyadic contacts which were student-initiated
. comments € i v . ) - ) _ .55%% -
ot . [ '
. ‘ &
T 349. dyagic contacts which were student~created
(private) - X . NITTEE
R ' o . . .
;_‘:L_, 350. dyadic contacts which were teacher~initiated
- (private) - . ' . : 6 7%
: - . y
. 351. dyadic comtacts which were behavior ‘related .63%%
. 0 A
\‘ ; 352. dyadic contacts which were social . . ,74**{§
. 1) »
)* - 353: dyadic contacts which were private (not ublic) .75**>*
Ir' . : v
?} 354. dyadicdcontacts which mere private and hich
. . were ‘student-created (excluding social) . 68%%
SV - e
s, 355. contacts involving academic content which were . »
R private and which teacher praised : L4 9%k
roo /. :
b :
‘ A 356 contapts involv1ng acadeniic cohtent wh1ch were e
5 . private and which teacher criticized . 59%%
S~ 357, contacts which were private ard whlch 1nvolved
academic content . A * L 63%%
. 358. contacts which were private’ @ which did not ° "
*sf: . . involve academic contenp// .63%%
. . ._ \\ hd A . s //,/. . .
359. student~created contacts which were public .60%*
\' - * . . L]
: 360. teacher-initidted contacts which were public coL
(excluaing behavioral contacts) , L73%k%
\\ [ . ' b .
361. stude ~created contacts which wete prlvate
] and-which related to academic. content . 57%%
. 362, student~created contacts which were private . .
. ( ; and which related to classrogm procedure . 50%%
' ’ " M », .
. 3635 contacts involving-academic content in which * *
. teacher gave process feedback( . . 79%%
. ¢ ’
".364. teacher-initiated contacts which were . : .
"+ ® " behavior related. . . 69%*
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. Table 5. Correlations across Glass Sections for Classroom ol
T . '« Observation Scales Made on Each Visitl .
. . } K » . . ' R ( 4
) ‘U1 High level of student attention ’ & ] T 73k
. . . \ ’ N . 4
' o2, Teacher initiated probldi'solving o o .83k%
3. Pupil~to~pupil interaction SO g T7%%
N - ' © « .
4, Teacher presentation ’ . .. T, 80%%
’ R TT— ’ .
5. _Negativé«'raffect (teacher and studenf‘é)‘ R S 77%%
6. Positive affEct (teacher) ' N .83%%
4+ " : . LT - v b f .
i 7. 'Higher cognitive level.student behavior .y . 75%%
- ‘ N N ¢
8. Passive pupil behavior ’ . 8lk*
. /. ¢ & \ - . .
. N Convergent evaluative interagtions (teacher probes .
L for right answer) w. { 86**
i (lQ. ‘Teacher task orientation T e . 84%%
- S v C - L. ) ’
11. Clarity of teacher presentations L, -y »82%%
' 12. Teacher enthusiasm.' T . 79%k
. ! . / o I .
13. Random questioning, memory questions, fact related T I+ -.80%*
e b ey .
iiﬁ Higher tognitive level questions. synthesis, .
) why questions J6%*%
. . ’15 ‘Questions with application to Students personallh ‘. ,
. lives, personal qu2sti0ns A : : . L48%%
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. Observer Ratings Made at the End of the Yearl

i d

-

"Patience of teacher in correcting errors .

Attractiveness of room

. v v

. \A . - . . .
Effectiveness of teacher's management methods

:

Crowdedness of~ classroom: .
- et v [N 2
“ Democratic leadersh%? style of teacher’
Talk among students - = ‘

. L ak

fp o~

Teacher stress on form of responses

N ¢ . I
Student, obediencg to teacher .o ’

Quéntity'of direcq&ons; overly expl{cit and repetitive
Classroom interruptions

Teacher use of students in performing certain
classroom functions

. , . ,
Teacher has seating arrangement

2

Frequency of seating arrangement‘changéé

Consistency of enforcem%pt of rules

.- N

Teaehér granté requests to go t0'sttroom.or

water fountain ’ . :

Length of time after bell for cldss to begin
- ¢ <.

' [4
Teacher 4Pes "explanations" to solye

behavior problems

'Amoun; of disturbance teacher ,accepts N
Amount of teacher confusion, fiuster R g
Correction of, minor misbehaviors-”

-

Monitoring of élass

Table 6. Corré;ations‘across Class Sections for High Inference "

.
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s

° .79*;

]
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b

22.
23.
* 24,
25,
26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34,

35.
¢+ 36.
37.
v38.

39.

-T2,
43,

44,

Table 6 (cont.)

Iy

«

Efficiency of transitions during the class period

*

-High level of teacher affection

Teacher range of affectioni

low end
A

Teacher range\of affegtion:
{ \

Teacher solidarity with group ©

high end

Teacher anxiety

Teacher confidence -level . :

Teacher enthusiasm ‘ ’ .

Student ‘respect for teacher

Iy

1

LTeacher showmanship -

Teacher deals effectively with student
personai problems

-

Teacher socializing with students
Teacher awareness ‘of coder -,

Teacher credibility
/
Acqéemic'encoqragement given by teacher

Y

Receptiveness to student input

,
- .
(X4

Nurturance, of student affective skills

Variety and choice. in assignmenﬁs

Teacher use of 'self-paced Vdrk B

w0

Teacher use
discussions

Teacher' use

Teacher use

e

‘Teacher use

plays or st

of blackboard.fér 1ectuq¢s and
- ' %

o L -

of audio-visual aids

of oral reading

of drama,,studenfg/zzzd parts in
ories

*.a -

‘_“‘“*’/%LG**

B .83%%
L TT%%

.81 k%

o T9%%

N
Ry

.85%%

. " .85%%

S 83k%

88Kk *

. . J9l%%
i$§1**
.83%%

84%%

<9L1**
.66%*

.88%%

L 89%%

T 78%%

. . 84k%

8L**

.84%k

’
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. Table 6 (cont.)

o

45. Teacher's productive use of own mis
46. Teacher goes to students duriné septwork ‘ ' L91%%
. ‘47. Student eagerness for response opportunities

3 Vo

PR 48. Time allotted for class discussipn

“*' 49 Task-oriented seatwork

f"~\;§ , -

50.. Amount of teacher preparation

51. Teacher attention to "learning disability : . )
children ar slow learners (N = 56) g . . 85%% \
, e \ N . . ' i
52. Teacher academic effectivenéss ' f . A L91k% ° |

—-

' 53, 'Frequency of homework I S .88%% s
-« . a - ©
’ 5. Amount of ' class time spenﬁ'in productive work - . . . LB4k%k L.
., -55. Teacher emphasis on grades : * e JT6R% g
® . ~ L . BRIV N

4. * ‘?\ ‘ \*ﬂ?’.‘o’”‘ ’"h'\ :
‘ T¢acher primarily lectures -~ JBh4xk T |
_ " - 58, Teacher primarily assigns~seatwork— ‘ R o z é
.1\M’a , ‘. |
A 59. Teacher primarily uses class discussions g %
o s |
60. Teacha:command subJect matter 4 X M
61. DifficuIty level of teacher's questions . . ) -
|
- ! s f ‘ . |
T T 62, "Teacher. consistently plans sufficieq? work for class . ¥81** - e
+ » ¢ = - _'{~ . . R 4‘!
‘ 63. Teacher consistently giveé”feedback on assignedgggrk ~64%% ;ﬁ
- .64. Codér, if 7th or 8th gradeér, would choose this teacher‘ © T L 93k |
. ’ 7, - N ! '
. LI ‘ S L e
. ’ . ' ; l
~
\ 2 . ) A-‘ , .‘ ) '- .:“ . " '
. L = 68 except where noted. o ' N ~

*%p £ .01 ' B . - . C . : ;
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GIRY ' Table 7. Correlations across_Class.Sections for Student-s SR
Ratings of ‘Teachers® e . .
. 6 . s ‘ . s - [ . iy
* . A ° i ]
, i s Lo ) )
St\,ﬁent: N ‘ LN ! .
- : 1. Thinks the ‘teacher knows the subject well , ~ R L56%% ‘
- ’ ) . . . . . . a
@ .
Thinks  the teacher is always well 'pr_epﬁred and . : :
2 prganized ; - - ' 4 . . 70%* :
K . " é 4 . . .
§ . g -
. 3. 'Thinks.,t-:he;‘ teacher enjoys teaching e ) . 63%%
! . ; : ¢ - ' : . i °
. . 4. - ThioKs theé teacher is interested in knowing students :
B S as well as teaching them N . . , . 64 ** .-
A o . ¢ , “
N ‘ N [ “
, 5. Feels comfortab1e~asking questions or asking for help LH1**
@ 6, Feels comfortable about going* to ;the tc!acher with a’ ' ‘ vl
, ) personal problem . , T 69%% .
- PR A F@e"ls he/she has learned a great deal in the class ° ; L66%%
© 8. “Has enjdyed the class " ) L 66%%
. . . N - _ _ T o
9. Would ask for this teacher again hext year =~ * T L 75%% . :
: «X\ \ . . SR
. o - |
- Iy =68 , : S e
~ * wkp £.0 _ - | >
. 3 ! .‘P‘ l - (_\ F . .
.o ’ v ‘ . | ]
:i » ’ v‘ ~ - -
) ' ' v - . -
. N ’ ’ *
b . ' - (o - (3
:{\: " . ‘% ' .
"":-". . ¢ R \
o A
- . . ‘ . ‘
' ! D 112 A
[ . -
> < ) ' ,
A L] ’

ERIC: ' S ,

. . ¢ s
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1 ' " - Table 8. Two-way An lyses of Variance between ER
Subject ‘Matter and }ass Section Using Means from 1{ ',
) the MaJor Low Infergnce 0bservationa1 Coding System, e
< ’ r :y Kl
v ’ i .‘//
, T ém Subject Matter .\‘\Obs}erved Section '}’71
Variable v ,/ th  English, Firsty Second .
.l ; p Igieans Means : p Means \ Means p :
4 4 :
3 - \ =\
SR RATE OF: . ;
1. public, respo/nse Coe : i
opportunitigs '13.06 11.92 | 12.52 12,46 N
A P -1 \ ’/ |
$ 2 process Aqpestions ‘.66 1.49 .01 2.17 1.98 - {r‘ '
M 1-. // : ‘\ J" 1] ;
3 proauﬁt questions .§’.86 9.60 - )9.‘190 . 9.56 . §
FE / . ‘ R L : , . : 3
4. ®bice questions | 346 31 || 41 25| .
. . - . b ) . :
5. .opinicn questidnd .10 .55 |.00 41 :25 |.05 o
fy . / , 5 3 . < 1% |
6. ‘preselect- pas/e ned ) A .
¢ ..~ 7 type of seledtion . .39 1.20 (.01 .90 .69
¥ / ,
7. preselect nqn-‘patterned . ‘ T4 ) ‘2”‘\' N 3 {8
type of sel/action .40 .54 /52 W42 ‘ . B
0 s, non-—volunteer typ% - % . i g“
* selectlon | . \/7.02 5.16 ‘ 6.05* 6.14 |- s |
9. volunteeF type o " i s%} .
selection [4 ' 72,70 2.99 J. -3.18 2,51 9" v
, - ’ ‘ \ |
. 10. call—o t type f - . f L "
select on Y 2,47 2.06 2.25 2.27 | o
- . . ‘ r ' i VR 4
11. correct an we 9.94  9.24 9.90 9.28 /| 4 :
12. 1ncorre7/¢ ns ‘ers 2.03  1.47 |.05 1.79, 1.71° |
v . ! ¥ ' :
p 13. "dOth k&o ' answers 43 37 . .39 .41
. \ ® ‘\y ; ‘ ‘ . ) - .
14. no respondes - . 46 ,.36 s 42 .40
. of v o e ) - . p .
157" student-in tiated ’ . v
questions' ' + 3.78 2.91 (.03 3.57 3.11 — .
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~. ¢ Table 8 (cont:)
e /

s TO? P,
it vmg

i
(]

B

W

e

I3
J !
!
'

ity
7

Y o

a

>

~

- -
Ml
'{(A‘(‘ .
5 g
.
«
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J

li

2 Subject Matter

’

Observed Section

‘Variable Math  English First * Second Ax B
\‘/ B ' ‘ Means Means p Means Means p. . p
o N ' i
/. 16. student-initiated ‘g# ‘
: comments - 1i36 L7 T 1.66 ° 1.47 ,
A student-created work ‘ .
/i gontact$ which are y . )
It content related 10.40  7.64 |.01] 9.55  8.49 | . :
- 418, /étudént-cr%ated work I ‘ ,
"/ contacts. which are sy . ¢
L ' '/ procedures related F83I59 4.66 | .01 4.21 4.04 :
/' .v’ - ¢ “! . - \‘: . .
/ ‘ i -
\‘0 ’ 19J student-¢reated ’ : !
i s ; contacts' that are . .
} . ./ personal f 1.16 1.08 1.22 1.02 .
a b ¢ ' ) ! ) .
3 . 20." teacher-initiated ) i . Mii’ '
work contacts 3.40+ 3.51 3.64 3.27 T
T 21. teacher-initjated
. - contacts which'are : ' < .
procedure related " 1.80 2.34 0T 2.06 2.08 .-
22, social contacts\thab .
are teacher-initiated :30 .35 .34, .32 i R
23. social contdcts that » .
are student-created .92  1.09 1.05 .96
. \, x . [
24. ,dyadic contacts" ' 44.93 41.41 46.00 - 40.34 [ .01
" 25. behavioral contacts 5.26 5.26 5.80 4.72
26. academ:Z\Rfaise . 1.85 1.82 1.83 . 1.84 h
5 N .
¢ . .
27. academic criticism .57 LA4 .50 | .50
) N
. g et ok ) | \
 28.gsustaining feedback ;
given wrong answers ,
in academic response ¢ g ”
opportunities context .61 41, .50 .52 . - |
) :f:_“ . -~ “ .
29. -Sustaining feedback .
. given "don't know" or . -
no response intacademic * s _,i
resporse opportunities |
coqtext - ‘ .21 130 FLQA[, T34 g 120 ' |
J 3 rk -~ " ‘ 0‘ i
; ) . . |
2 R |
(




Variable7
N 2

2

Subject Matter

Mith , English

© Means Means _

P

First

Means”

>

‘Second
Means

". ' Observed Section

P

AxB
P

- =

‘total sustaining
feedback o -
-public ahd private b
work contacts sought. *.
I by student

\

E

evoking ne

student inégiatiohs-

tive

1.26

PEEN

1.9

20u7p“ 17.36

A\
: teacher response
2 . .

behavioral criticism
and threat Vo

33:

... mild misbehaviors

35. serious misbehaviors
teinforcing dyadic
‘contacts (e.g. in

' response opportunities
praise; SIC praise;
CCC work pfaise;
personal grant; TAC
work praise) '

aversive dyadic r
contact (e.g. academic
criticism response

37.

.61

RT3

o 3,527

1.07°

-

2.69

opportunities; '"asks other",

‘personal not grants;
SIC-SIQ ignore not
accept,, criticism;‘
behavioral contacts,,
CCC criticism; TAC
criticism; social
teacher not accept)

&

private student-created
contacts

39. private teacher-
initiated contacts

2 >
2

\

52

.97
3.86.

.98

.2.66

7.64\ 7.12

. 16.06

© 14.48

£ .
.02

L3

1.61

i

20.22

.65

1.04

4.00.°

1.12

-

8.08
16,03

6.04

~

N

1.59

17.84@

i

.48

1.04

..°3.38

.89

(

14.51

5.67

.05

=

N 02

\\\ .

-
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Table 8 (cont.) ;gg -
. - - N X .,'ﬂ'% W ‘5?
T, ) - 1,35":\ ;L
. 7 N — - - : 5
- . Subjéct Matter "~ Observed Section ) °
Variable Math - English First Second Ax B
. ‘ Means _Means P Means Means. p P )
) — v
i'. TIME UTILIZATION - : o
o Rate of minutes in: . ' * .
i 40. peer tutoring ‘.‘ W12 .10, .11 .11 -
' 41. teacher controlled L ‘ 8 -
. small group settings’ .27 17 . .23 .20 PR
42., non—teagher;coqtﬁql'iéd C . o
‘ small group settings .31 .3% .33 . .35 :‘m_
.« 43. at’blackboard 1.63 .25 [.00] 1.08 - .80 |
44. individual seatwork  22.37  22.01' 22,81 ~22.58 | ° :
45, +transitions 1.06 1.18 1.13 ° 1.12 .
46. BS (off task chit- . : ‘ _ ,
/ chat) . .74 .85 . .80 .80 . .
) . ¥ | » ! :
b 47. group discipline .69 .70 75 .64 P .
48. 1lecture demonstrati®dn 9.73 4.75 1.00 6.91 &~ 7.56 -
49. -”class discussion 5.78 6.88 . ot 6.'72: 5.94
. [ ot , °F
50. drill ‘ R .59 .57 4 .65 .51 )
) * 51. special activities 1.03  3.19 |.00f 1.94 2.28
%‘2_. . ad;Jan'ce organizers 2.49 3.45 .00 i 2.96 2.98
53. lost time 1:43 0 1,43 | .| 1,45 1.41
54. individual self- 1
paced work 1.20 1.52 1.45 1.27
55. Teacher being out ' i *
‘ of the room 53 .70 : .60 .64 :
56. testing time 2.22 2,93 |.04f >2.32  2.82
- o < . v
- . . . ; . " ,
57. other (unspecified) 1.81 3.95 %.00 2.82 2.94
. 58. total teacher " ; PR AN . : N
. controlled time 11.01 10.99 10.99 11.00
. / ¢ N . 5.0V
{ - (-J 5 -5 .

116 o
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Table 9. Two-Way Analyses of Variance bet:Ween Subjg(%t Matter . .
. - and Class Section using Mean Proportions from,the T
| . R . .
|  Low Inference Observatlonal Coding Syst@l " %} = -
- ‘? . . J ) \ ] .
. ‘Subject Matter Observed Sectior} L
. Variable Math English ‘First Second s AX B, |
Ly Means Means P ‘Mean‘s.‘ Means Rs Py
Proportion of: '* ‘ y
1. resp'ons‘e' oppartunities ) , N ; PR
generated by process questions 17 14 .15 .16 : fo Ta”
] J ¢ e i %
. L ! ' ’ , o - {‘ ¢ o
, 2. response opportunities . . - T Lt
) . generated by product questions .79 .78 .81 .77 .02
. 3.0 response, opportunities . ) , i )
s generated by choice quesfions .03~ .03 .02 .03 , .
, N ¢« & , . . _" -
4. response opportunities . -] CoL e
y generated by opinion qiestions .01 .05 |00 .02 . .05 ].02] " °
| - = . . s . a .( <
. 5. /process questions which N .
students answered correctly .75 .81 |.01 .78 78 | -
76. product questjens which , -~ . . ,C .
students answered correctly * .78° .82 (.02 B0 - .80 .y .
7. choice questioms which o 5 Tl | ‘
sutdents aqsye‘red correctly .85 .85 . - .88 .82 -
8. opinion queétions which |, - - .
, stydents answered with "don't ) .- ; )
krow" or no response .03 .05 03 .05 ) T
| 9. response opportunit:.l'."es ! B > ' P
given to students who wete ) : .’ 3.
preselected in pattexned turns .03 .08 ‘014-~ .05 .06 A ‘

10. response opportunities ’ g . <,
> given to students who were | : R . ‘ o -
preselected in non—patterned - . . e /

, turns . . 03 . 04 L] 03 L] 04 * .
--~ 1l. response opportunities Y .

’ which teacher gave to W ! . o . S
oo non-volinteers .46 A2 Le | 4 46 b2 sl
. R ':. w,.:- . ’ P ,;

¢ e N ’ ) \u’. ‘ <
i _.‘éd( P * )
) 7 “" 2, L * . -
b * el ? " < LFF
“ %& “{‘ e 0y .
S 117 = g
’ ~
\)‘ K3 ¢ - 7 , - . ,
ERIC N | . oy
, R — . .
o, “ 3 ) ~
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Table 9 (cont,)

Subject Matter

Observed Section

y
\

Variable. ’ Math English First Second < A x B
: : . Means Means p Means Means p° P
12, 'response opportunitiés Q '
which teacher gave to I
volunteers ' .21, .25 .23 .23
LB‘ response oppoxtunities :
which students. answered by R SR
calling out .27 221 ¢ 22— - .25
L4_ preSelected patterned //,///i .
turn students who answerell ' 5 ’ . g
correctly K ' .78 80 . ..82 .76 .
15. preselected,, non-patterneé , I
turn students who answered N .
eorrectly T4 17 74 .76 ‘
© 16. ‘non-volunteers who SN )
answered ocorrectly .70 a2 .70 « .72 ‘
-~ \ .
17, volunteers who : N\ , B
answéred correctly .83 .84 .85 ,-82
L - N ° - o
© 18, cali-out students . . \\ ) .
who answered correctly ¢ .84 .80 \ .85 .79 401
19. cdrrecq answers .77 .82 -|.00 ‘\ .79 .79 .
. N ) N
20. incorréjy/answers ' .16 .12 (.00 .13 [ Vi I !
21. answers which were . TN :
“don't know" .03 .03 . 0d, .03 |.02 |+
22. answers which were no - * - | . \\ T
response , 04 .03 T.83 % .03
. ’ S N
23. correct answers which . TN
teacher pfaised .12 .13 12 \12-
e IS \\ ?
24, correat answers after . \\\ .
~ which teacher asked new \
question . . .07 7 .07 .07 077 )
. - ’ \ N
N . I o : N \\
25, "¢orrect answers-after .
which teacher asked non- N ‘ \
‘academic question« ’ .01 .00 .00 .7, .01 oo
. ‘ N 5 . E
. - )
26. correct answers which *“ - < -
teacher integvated into ., ' . ’ o
the class discussion .16 .11 9, 16 7].01 [\ 43
. . —

»
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Table 9.(cont.). a - ) *

" ’; g

. \
I 2 . Subject Matter Observed Section
)\ Variable "Math  English First Second AxlB.
( ‘ ‘ \ Means Mea.ns P - Means Means p jog
N _27. correct answers-after .
. which teacher gave no § \ 3
. feedback | .01 .02 .02 .01 }.04
* >28 correct answers after ¢ ’ , o
' which Leacher gave process . .
. - feedbaek . .04 .04 .04 .04
i oo ,
- 29. - incorrect.answers which : , '
t teacher criticized .02 .02 v, .02 .01
. . ; o
i 30. incorrect agswers after . - ! ’
™, which teacher repeated the . o ’ . . , K
question . .11 .08 |- . 10 .09 |. -
-+ S 1‘
t < L31. 1ncorrect answers after { . )
f which. teacher simplified ‘ .
the question N A1 |, .12, “.11
o ¥ !
32. incorrect answers after . . -
) which teacher asked a new e
- question . . .05 .05 4 .05 < .05
Lo : I e .
“% .. 33. incorrect answers after i .t . <
—%~."  which teacher asked a non- . I P -0
academic question 002 .03 | |7 .02 .03
; 34. incorrect. answers ‘which in o
teacher integrated into the ) . . I
... “"class ,discussion .02 .02 . .02 .+ .01} -
35.- incorrect _answers after )
\  Which,.teacher gave no T .
\ f83dbh.(‘.k:: - ; .01 .02~} - .02 , -0l
\ 36. dincorrect answers after NI
" Which* teacher gave process ,
gdback . .11 .10 .10 .10
\ \\’ . : » ™ ‘ , ) .
37.% incorrect answers after . - .
) _JWhich teacher gave the answer .18 .18 1 .18 180
, \ ) . -
238, in\correct; answers after :
. which tegcher asked another : L& . .
_ ,studenets . v .25 .22 .27 .21 4
~ 4 39; incogfect answers after ‘ ‘ ,
* which'another student _ . .
.called odt the answer . .05 .08 06 . Yo7
NE - ) \ : \ '.
N./ l ‘\\ 3 ’ . ' t 1 1 9 /‘3 v




Table 9 (cgnt.)

0

E 4

Variable

-

Subject Matter .

Math '.Englésh'

Means’/ Means

"B

First
heans

P

./ Observed Section
Second
" Meang

40. "don't know" and no

response answers which

teacher criticized

41. "don't know" and no

response answers after

which ;eacher repeated the
. ‘question

-

42. "don't know" and no

[

‘ teacher sxmpllfied the.
. questlon .
43. "don't know", and no
‘response answers after which
| teacher asked .2 niff, gGestion
i .
§ 44. "don't know' and no
\response answersyafter which
" teacher asked & non-academic
- question
45. _"don't know'" and no
~fesponse answers after which

teacher gave process feedback

46. "don't know" and no
response dnswers after which
teacher gave the answer

47 "don't know" and no
response dnswers after which
teacher asked another student
48. "don't know" and no
response answers after which
another student called out
the answer

49%. process questions which
students answered incorrectly
50. product questions which
students answered ihcorrectly

N ~

51. choice questions which
students answered incorrectly

resposne answers after which |

)

.0;\ .03

L

.07 - .08

.10 . .08

04 .02

s

.02 .03

-

04 .02

.09 .09

.17 .12

.15 .12

‘J (~Q

.13 .10

v

.04

.02

.02

\ B

.04

.03

.03

.09

.14
.13

.10

.09

.02

.07

<03

.02 7]
.03
.09

.49

.09

.15

.14

12

o

lﬁ'.‘

Wb
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Table 9 (coén:.) ' ' ' '

I Py LY

i2d

Subject Matter

+Observed Section

P {

’ Variable ‘Math  English < " First Second A x'B
Lo : Means Means p’ Means /Means P P
52. |process questions which - . C '
‘'studénts answered with e _ ’ ‘ )
"don'g know' ¢ ’ .04 " 47504 we +0b+ .03 | e
53. ‘proﬁd‘uzt ciut;s‘tions which - - : . - )
stUd‘nt‘_.-:, answered with “:;,, o t
"don|t know" . .03 .03 .04 03 { o1l - -
. . , . . '
'54. |choice questions which ‘ ’ . X o
students. answered with L . N et
"don't know" . S .00,% .03 ! .02 | RN 4
& . 13 P |4 * - :
55. process questions to ?\} B .- ] v .
which students gave no % . 1y .
response answers SR 1 .03: .04 04 | M
N ® 3 " /Q ) - T.-
. N .
56.. product questions to - e .
which students gaye.no . o - e ' :
response answers ! . .04 .03 A «03° 04 |- < e
57. choice questions to . i} )
which students gave no , . o
response answers - .02 . .03 "{° .01 .03 | .04
58. preselected, patterned ° 4 o
turn students who were asked . . . : .
product questions .02 .09 .00 .05 06 1 - ) ' et
. € v - . - '
59.” preselected, non-patterned : ;
turn students who were,asked ’ ) ) i
process questions . .04 . .03 " .03 .04 IR
. ) R Q ‘a 4
60. * preselected, non-patterned , . . .-
turn students who were asked . - ¢ e ’
- product questions - .03 .04 .04. ~03 .
61. 'preselected’, non—patterned . . .
turn students who,were asked - . g | .
_ choice questions .06 .05 ’6 .05
. ’ . - \ " .
62. process questions oY - . .
directed to non-volunteers 430 43 .45 A2, g o~ N
, ' S0~ PP ileess
63. .product questions ’ i ‘ . i -
directed to non-vqluntec{ars 48 0 .42, 1 .46 43 |
- P - N
64.  choice questions ' . - . T -
directed to non-volunteers .45 .49 .50 .45
’ 1
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. Table 9 (C‘Wi’*
| ) ) < \v
o - »" ~ -r\
. - Subject Matter Observed<Sectiqn
VarTable Math  English First ' Second - A x B
L < ~ Means 'Means P Means Means p: P '
65. opinibn questions 1
directed -to non-volunteers 47 .28 |02 .43 .32
‘-&'“v . f ’ . v
66. prpcess questions '
directgd to‘volﬁnteerf v .32 +32 k .32 .32 '
67. product gdestions . . T .
direqted to volun;iefs .19 .25 .22 .22 . .
* 68.,f choice ‘questions . ~ .
dirgcted to volunteers 14 .17 . 14 ® .17 s
69. opinion questions . .
directed to volunteers .29 .28 .22 .35
7 ‘ ° »
Fr : .
. /70. process questions
. / answered by a student
. calling out , .19 .18, [ .18 .19~ .
. 71. product questions . ‘ ’
) answergg by a student . J . : .
* - calling out ' . ' .28 21 W24 - 25 R D '/
+ 72. .choice questions . -
answered by a student o | . .
calling out .35 .20 1 .28 27 1 .
" 73. opinion questions - ) ‘ ‘ ) . E .
answered by a student : ) ’ 1
calling out .24 .39 |. C 34 29 1 - - 7,
A 74. answérs to process ( f .
. questions which teacher ., ' L
praised . - .15 16 |a .16 A5 (. #
75. ,answers to product - - }
i ‘questions which teacher ¢ .
praised .09 .10 A0 .09 |~ < :
. ¢ ) .ﬁ'i
< ., '76.  answexs to choice
questﬁoné,whicb teacher
praised . ' .04 .08 x0§’ 07 |,
'/’ o
77. answers to opinion o ‘
questions which-;eachér\\x~ o * .
praised . SN - R ¥ .07 .10 - .«
° "gl - ‘M‘ Y : - -
. F e * ‘ . -
i . ‘; ‘.: ' - ) . - E
; N ¥ '122 N :. L
- ! [ 2 ) -~ ¢ - R . '.
P . 1 8 :




‘Ta§le 9 (cont.) ,

-

Subject Matter, Observed Section - -

(X 4

\,
e

?

Variable

< et

Math™”

English

Means Means

'p

First
Means

Second
Means

Ax B/,
p

78. -answers to process’
questions which teacher -
criticized ' .01
79. answers to product
qpe§tions which teacher
criticized . ) .01
80. p;ocess questiens - "y
after which teacher

repeated the question

81." product queé;ions
after which teacher
‘repeated ‘the question

82. choice questions -
after which teacher
repeated the question

.83. process questions

* after which teacher

simplifiqg_the question ,

84. product quggqions'
after which teacher
simplified the question
85. choice questions,a

after which teacher | ‘o
simplified the question

86, proces$ questions '} .
after which teacher askedggn
a new question .

.09
"87. product qugsgions .
after which teacher asked
a new question ,

4 1

88~ 'choice‘ques ons
after which teicher

questions
teacher asked

.00
.00
.01

.02

.03

07

. -

.01

.02

.01
N
.02
.01
.02
.03

" .02
508

- .06

.07,

.02

.02

..01

- .09

- .05

R [STT)
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Table 9 (cont.)

Variable \ ;

N

{

Subject Matter .
English |
Means P

Math
Means

Observed Section
_“First . Second
Means

Means

R

90, -process quest.’gﬁ
after ‘whi teacher /asked
a non-academic stion
91. . product questions

after which teacher asked
- a non-academic .question

92. answers to process
questiofs which teachér
integrated into the ’

class’ discussioen

93. answers to product
" questions which teacher
integrated’ into the class

discussion

<

94, atiswers to choice
questions which teacher
integrated into the

class discussion

a Y

95,

answers to opinion

queétions which teacher
ifitegrated into the

class discussion

96. process questions
after which teacher gave

no feedback

97. product question '
_+ after which teacher gav

no feedback

[

S

”

>

T\—Qﬁ. pioceéé‘question

ar

\grd
s

éfter which teacher gave

' process feedback
. T .

'99. pfoduct questions
after which teacher gave

. .process feedback

100.

-

choice questions

~

S

after which teacher gavé

"( process feedback

4

.25

- .11

.01

.04

P

.02

.01

.15

.08

.0L

.08

04

.01

=

s



Table 9 {cont.) ‘ f ‘

. . Subject Matter Observed Section
: ‘ Variable Math  English First Second -~ A x B
! - Means Means p Means ~Means ~p . p.

- -~

10]. oplnicn questions : ' -
- after which teacher gave . ‘\
A process feedback +08 .06 10

102. process questions - '

" __after which ‘teacher gave . . T ;

the answer . .03 .02 .03 . .02

' . L. . . )

103. product questidng ' - ‘ -
after which teacher e . e :
gave the answer .03 .03 .03 - .03 .

104. choice questiOns .o } ! é
v *after which teacher gave : _—
the answer .04 " .04 046 - .04

o

105. process questions -
after which teacher asked - ,
another student .09 .07 \~_y08 % ,08°

106. product questions after
which teacher asked_ another: ' L o,
student g . .08 06 [.03{- .07 T .07

o
‘-

o ' ' - ¥ 4 -

" 107: choice questions-after ‘ . : ,
which-teacher asked another - .
student .03 .05 |, ¢ 7,03 .04 | !

108. process duestions - ’ ' -
after which another student ’ .
called out the answer |, .Q1 ~ .01 ' .01 - .01

“109. - product questions ' ' . ' .
- " after which another student’ T h L '
‘ called out the answer .02 .01 Lol 2,02

110. choice questions after .
which amother student .called - -
out the answer .00 .02 .01 < .01
. 111, preselecéed, patterned
", . . turn students who answered ) : . H
o incorrectly . v .18 .15, 14 A9 .
' v ; i ‘ ‘ \ . .
y117, preselected ,non-patter- L S ol .
ned turn students who answered ) ' S . e ) .,
" incorrectly ~ . ' ;.16 311 14 P12 o o

*

-

P . v




Table 9 (cont.) , . ) ' .
— N ‘ 2 " . ' <
:r .. ' . ‘Squect Matter Observed Section
. Variable S, Math -English First  Second AxB
A . . Méans Means P Means Means p P
. 113. non~volunteers who T ’
answered incorrectly T, 15 .12 .02 .13 .14
114. volunteers who . = s
answered incorrectly ° .16. .10 12 .13 .
115. call-out'stu@ents . .
who answered ﬁncorrectly A4 0 0011 12 g {93
¥ . . 3 N \ L7 ] .
) 116. preselected, patterned
- turn students who astered ’ .
with "don't know!' w03.. .02 .02 .03
117. breseleqpé;, ﬁon— . .
patterned turn students who {
ansyered with "don't know" .06 .05 ° .07 .05
« .-118. non-volunteefs who’ .
answered with "don't know" .07-" .06 ° .08 .05 1.00
119. volunteers who o T - - .
answered with ''don't know'" .00 .00 .00 .01
"120. preselected, patterned -
turn students who gave no ' )
response answers .01 .01 .0l .01 '
121. ‘'preselected, non-
patterned turn.students who A
gave no response_ansWers .05 .04 .04 .04 .03
’ 122. non-volunteers who L v
., . gave:n'o response angwers .07 .07 .07 .07
- o Iy : -
v 123, préselécted, patterned e ¢
..turn students whom teacher o
praised - . d5 .14 .20 .10
124, - preselected, non- o}
patterned turn‘studgnts whom
- ™% teacher praised ., .18 .15 .14 .19
125. non-volunteers whom )
. teacher praised ‘L .08 .09 .08 .09
.126. volunteers whom - . —
teacher praised .11 .13 .12 .12 ,
. , - .
- l




Table 9<{cont.)

. ¢ Shbject Matter Observed Section
« Variable Math English First Second
p Means \ Means P Means Means L
- 127. call-out students y C
whom teacher praised .09 A1 .09
c 128. non-volunteers whém - :
' teacher criticized .01 .01 .01
» « 129, call-out students - * -
whom teacher criticized . .01, .01 .01
13Q.‘ preselected, péttenhed
turn studerits for whom A
teacher repeated the question .01 .02 .01 .02
131, preselected, non- -
; patterned turn stddents for
whom teacher repeated the -
" question h .02 .02 .02 .02
132. non-volunteers for
+ . whom teachet repeated the .
. question ¢ .02 .02
/ .
\ 153. volunteers for whom

_ teacher repeated the
question

134, call-out students for
whom teacher repeated the
question "L R

i 135. ﬁre%elected,'pateerned
turn students for.whom
teacher simplified the
question - -

136. preselected, non-
'patterned turn studént for
whom teacher,simplified the
question

137. non-voluntéers for
whom teacher simplified’
the question;

. 138. volunteers for
- whom teacher simplified
the question

.04

.03

.04

.02

.01
.03
.03

0V

.03

.05

‘08

.03

.01

.03

.01
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» Table 9 (cont.)

) _ 3 Subject Matter . Obs&yved Section .
Variable Math English First = Sacond * A X B
Means Means P Means Means p, P .

- [3 s -

139. call-out students

. for whom teacher ) . :
- simplified the question .01 .01 : .01 .01 ’/
‘ 140. preselected, pattern- ‘ : .
ed turm students whom - T '
teacher asked new questions .07 .05 . .03 .09

I

., ‘1l4l. preselected, non- C - ,

< . patternmed turn students ° * T '
whom teacher asked new ’ N R S
questions .11 .10 ‘ . .07 .14

142! non~volunteers
3% whom teacher asked new . . e
questions .08 .08 08— .. .08

143, voluqteers‘whom
teacher asked new ' )
question .07 .06 T .06 .06

144. call-out students ‘ : ) .

whom teacher asked new . o ’ . ..
™" questions ¢ - . .04 .04, 04 .04 :
145. preselected, -1
patterned-turn students '
whom teacher gave non~ ’ . S '
academic feedback .01 , 0L .01 .01 -
. N i 2 =
146. non-volunteers whom ‘ /j ..
teacher gave non~academic \ 2 o
- feedback .01 .01 .01 .01 . <
147, vol&néeers whom -
teacher gave non-academic . o
feedback ° ~.01 .01 .01 - .01 .

148. °~ call-out students
whom teacher gave non- . .
academic feedback . .01 .00 - .00 .01

149. preselectéd, pattera-' ~ ‘
ed turn students whose L
ansWers teacher integrated . B
into the class discussion . -02 .05 .02 .06 N A

- - Lt

——
4
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Table 9 (cont.) o ) ‘
\e / i ‘
‘ ' L ‘Subject Matter " Obseérved Section R i
Variable Math English First | Second AxB
Means Means p Means \ Means - p P
150. preselected, non- . \ N
patterned turn students . .
. whose answers teacher inte- \’ ' e
grated into the class 2 I V- .
discussion - .13 .16 - .14 'ﬂé .
’ ‘ . ‘ e \
- (‘ X
"~ 151. non-volunteers whose o, .
' answers teacher integrated - ' ~
. into the class discuss#on .09 .D9 | - .08 11 | .02
152. volunteers whose
answers teacher iifMegrated _ ' R . .
‘into the ¢lass discussion .14 .12 .10 was16 | .01 : '
153. [ rall-out students ’ ) |
whose answers teacher ' - '
integrated intq the ' X
, class discussion ‘ 17 14 .14 17
& - : . . .
, 154, non—volunteers whom . 'T\\\
. teacher gave no feedback .01 .02 ) .02 fOI
155. volunteers whom ) . /
teacher gave no feedback ’ .01 .01 .01 '01, c .
156. call-out students . . . L
whom teacher gave no feedback .01 .01 .01 .02 4 - B
157. preselected, patterned ; ) .
turn students whom teacher N
[,‘ gaje process feedback .02 .01 .02 .01
; 158. preselected, non- . 2 ) —
patterned turn students whom : ’ e
teacher gave process feedback 105 ~.03 .95 ’ ' .04
7 . 1 : T
159. non-volunteers whom! . . o , .
teacher gave process feedback .05 .05 .05 .05
160. volunteers whom teacher _ ) v .
‘gave process feedback .06 .06 .07 .05 | .01| .03
< 161, call-out students R F L ‘
whom Jteacher gave proce S . . - - o
feedback .06 .05, .05 . 06\ . ] , <«
162+ preselected, patterned
turn students whom teacher B , .
gave fhe anSWer . .03 .03 .0\@ .03
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- Table é idont.)'

Subject Matter Observed Section

Var@able .

Math

Engligh

v ‘Méaﬁs Means \ p

First
_Means

Second
Means -

.

Ax B

&

» 7

163. preselected, non- S
‘patterned turn students
. whom teacher gave the

answer ’

164. non-volunteers whom
t.eacher gave the answer

165. " volunteers whom
teacher gave the answer

166. call-out students
whom teacher gave the
ansver

167. preselected, patterned
turn students whose turns
- teacher terminated by asking
-~ , another student

168. preselected, non-
patterned turn students whose
turns teacher terminated by
asking another student

169. non-volunteers whose
turns teacher terminated by
-asking another studept

*-170, volunteers whose turns
teacher terminated by asking
i N another‘student
'171. . call-out students
4, — whose turns teacher terminated
vf‘; by asking another student

Tos

“# ° 172. non-volunteers whose
;; ., turns” another student termi-

~» nated by calling -outg

( 173, volunteers, whose, turns
~another student terminated by
calling out

174+ caﬁz:;ut students whose
turns another student terminat-
ed by callipg out )

Y

~3

.04

. .04

.03

.03

.11

.11

.12

05

".02

.01-

.02

.03
.03

.02

.03

.05

.04

.09

.03

.01

.02

.01

.02

—

.00

. .02

.04

130

.03
.04
.02 .

.03

09

07
11
04
01
’023.
01

.01

. .02

.04
.04

.03

.03

.08

. T

.10
.04

.02

02,1

.01 |-

-

L

W
.
T
.1
‘i
.
¥,
)
1
b ]
» . J
2
‘
LI 4
1
.
.
.
'
A
.
.
‘~
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Table 9 (cont.) ) _ "
B ‘ - MB . h
o L Subject Matter  _ Observed Section
- - Varlablg ) Math English First  Second
2 . 4 *  Means Means P Means Means p
‘*  175. ¢orrect afswers e “
given by preselected, . . .
- patterned turn students .02 .69~ | .00 .05 .06 ‘
< . . P . \k , .
176. correct answers . , .
given by preselecte&, non- . o 2E
patterned tuen students .03 © .04 .03 .Q3
\ - Y .
- I77.( correct answers given ' ) ‘ -
™ ., by non—volunteers - . .43 .39 X .42 .+ 40 =P
g. _178. correct answers given . -
“by volunteers - .23 221 .25 .25 b
2 ,l.! . ' /
. 179. correct answers given \> B N
by students who called out .29 ‘.21*’/ .04 .24 .26
180. incorrect answers given < ’ “N
.o by preselected, patterned ‘ ‘ D
turn students , .03 .08 .02 04 .06 :
181. imcoyrect answers given '
. by preselected, non-patterned ’ . ~
- turn students . 03 .04 - .04 .03
182. incorrect answers Z B
"%+ given by non-volunteers .49 .45 .50 .43 “
. _ o
183. incorrect answers l =
.+ given by volunteers .21 .22 . W21 .22
N ‘ 4 ’
T~ 184. incorrect answers o SN ‘
- given by students who - ' . =
called out . y .25/ .22 .22 .25 -
) ! ’ . .
N 5 . . i
185. "don't know" and no
response answers given by - N .
. _preselected, patterned turn i . o~
i students C 4 .03 .06 .02 * .06 | .83
186. '"don't know'" and no .
response answers given by - -
« preselected, non-patterned — , . 1o
turn students ., .06 .05 . .06 .05
" 187. "don't know'" and no g . ;
response answers given by . ‘
- non-volunteers .89 .86 .89 .85

e
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Table 9(cont.) -

. A \ | \

R ‘ Sﬁbject'Mgtter Observed Section \K
5 Variablé - Math  English . First Second AxB ‘
. Means Means P Meanss Means p P -

188. incorrect answers ’ e
after which teacher gaVe o
sustaining feedback. . +28 .24 v27 .25
189. "don't‘knoﬁ".apd no = — |7 L
response answers after which » f
teacher gave sustainin ' : g L .
feedback \\ ’ .22 -18 .22 -1 :
. ¢ -~ .
. 190. all response oppor- , )
° tunities after which teacher - e u
gave sustaining feédback, 12 .10 -11 -t
- . F ,
Student Initiatéd:
. * v
191. questions and comments -
which were questions 74 -63 <00 - .68, .'69 v .
192. questions and comments |
which were comments T, -26 -37 .00 .32 -31
) ¢ ¢
193. questions which were )
called_c;dt ' -60 .67 /";‘\,‘/( ™ . 62 -65
- 194. called-out questions
g which were relevant, .56 .62 «58 -39
‘ 195. relevant qugsﬁions
'which were called-out an 01
+ criticized -~ ' .01 -0L ) .01 . *
196. relevant gjestions R P >
which were called-out and ..
- ignored . .01 .02 .01 .02 ) .
197. relevant questions which
N .were called-out and not .
accepted .01 .01
" 198. "relevant questiéns which
were called—ou&,and given 4 : y 1
feedback * -40 ) $32 -01 .
199. relevant questions which ‘
were called=out and given’ o PR ‘
process feedback* @ *'13 .+ 06 .04
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Table 9, (cont.)

~

Sdbjecg Matter

Observed Section

Variable " Math English First Second AxB
. _ -~ Means ' Means p- Means Means p P
200. relevant questions \ e 7 J \\ T7
which were called-out and ’ .
. integrated inth _the class . ot
"discussion - 03 »01 .02 .02 .02 | ,04
201., called-out questions . .
which, were irrelevant .05 .05 .04 .05 .03
* 202, dirrelevant questions ‘~; ~ ’
which were called-out and
ignored , - ' .01 .01 .01 .O} . ",
203. irfelevéﬁt questions - . _
which were called-out and
notﬁacceptéd ~ ;01 .01 . . .01 0 . .0l
204, irrelevant questions - \
which were called-out and
given feedback .03 .03 .02 o03 ’
s/ w .
"205. * questions .which were
not ‘call;ed—‘out .40 .33 .38 -.35 of
296. questions which . - N
we!_-e releYant s . .39 .32 . e .36 34 D) %
207. relevant questions »
which were not accepted 01 . .00 -0l .00 .00
208. relevant'ﬁhggtions , - N ’ '
which were given feedback ‘' 25 -26 - .26 .25 -
! A : P -
209. Yelevant questions- ’
. which were given process
feedbaék g P ..:1.3 .05 .00 .10 .08
*210. £elevant questions 05 -
which were redirected .00 ; .01 '01]' 01 -05
o . - 4 s
7 211. releyant.questions ; T \
integrated into the class : = .
discussion 02 . .01 .01 .01 .01 |
ha Y ' . . T - - ‘ - — -
212. questions which : ' .
" were irrelevant - .01 .02 .01 .01
213. irrelevant questions - ' p
which were given feedback . .01 .01 .1, .01
»
. - ]}3:3 .
~ '




4

Table 9 (cont.)

J'u. *

e

Variable

Subject’ Matter

~Math

English

Means Means

2

-

Observed Section..

First
Means Means

Second

2

Ax B
B

214,

comments which

were called-out

215,
which
216.~

which
given

217.

.

relevant comments
were called-out

relevant comments
were called-out and

praise

relevant comments -

which were called—odf and
given criticism.

- I

218. relevart comments
which were called-out and
ignored N

219. ) relevant comments’
which were called-out and
not accepted ’

220. relevant comments
which were called=out and
given feedback-

221, relevant comments
which{were called-qut and
given Process feedback

Vi 3

222, relevant comment
which were calléed-out ahd
integrated into the clas
discussion ’

»

223." irrelevant commen
which were called-out
" 224, irrelevant comments
which were' called-out and
criticized oo

225, irrelevant comments
which were called-out and
ighored B

.

w73

L3

.53 -

~.02

.01

.05-

.02

37+

08

. 20

.54
.02
.01
.03
.02
«45
:04
.02

.18

v

.72

.01

.56

.02

.01

.03

.02

42,

.07

.03

.18

.01

.07,

.71

.52

.02

.01

.02

.20

.09
-y

.02

.03
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- Table 9 {cont.) . » , oy
. - a j Subject Matter »Observed Section _
Variable - Math English ’,'First ‘ Second AxB \ .
g0t ( Means Means P Means Means p P o
o = T ” ; - ‘
K) . = s ’ . Ld
226. irrelevant comments - : . *
which were called-out and « : ] : s _
* ..not accepted ' 03 .03 1 .03 03 |, _ -,
\ .+ 227. iryelevant comments . > ’
which wgre called-out and . . . )
given feedback - s .08 .06 \.07 .07
228. relevant comments 5 . )
which were not called-out 22 .25 .23 .24 o
229. relevant comments B ’ ' ) . . N v ‘
which were not called-out :
. and- were given praise: .03, .02 .02 .02, .
239« relevant comments ) . °
which were not called-but . ] ’ .
and were given.feedback .17 .20 -18- .19 .05
) 231. relevant comments which’
were not-called~-out and were . ’ -
given proteds feedback - .03 .04 ), .03 .04 .
'232. relevant comments which ' . A 2
¥ were not called-out and which "1, ]
* . were integrated into the o ! )
class discussion 0T #.03 .02 “:92
/
233. Airrelevant comments,which * o B ,
3 were not called-out and were . i R
. ignored \ .02 .01 S .02 .01 : -
) . 234, irrelevant comments which i
were not.called-out and were ol N
not accepted .- | .02 01 (¢ .01 .02
.- \ . - \ . _ ;.\ﬁ ‘
235.  irrelevant comments which i : |
" were not called-out and wsre e , o |
given feedback ' \ .02 w02, .01 02 |- , ,J
) ‘ -8 ‘ ; - > g /_ s Q.'\ . ‘i
236. questions and comments’ - il
which were praised g .01 T .01 ‘ .01 : .01
237. questions' and compentd ¢ -] .
which v.'rer;.e.(:riticized‘t 01 - .01 .01 .01
e - ' ‘m ‘




g
7
-

Ces ) U
"7 Table 9 (comt.) |, . Tl i
< .7 . - -
i’ L ) ¢ . Si;bject Mattér - "Observed Seégipn C, ,
S * Variable , Math English - Firstt Second . A X B {
C TN : x : Means Means P Means Means p p = 7
“ ) "- : = :' — . - L , é.
Student Created: ; A B ' | I LT
" 238. -contacts which ‘ ‘ . ) '
related to academic » . . : L
content o : T élo - .51 - ],00 .57 .59 ' .
</ 239, céntacts which . o e : e . =
related to ,classroom . ‘ " .
procedure . : .23 . .33 0O 29 .27
"240. academic related - . '
contacts which were e . i
given praise * ' . .02 .03 . . .02 ..
241, academic related T . 4 SR .
contacts which were .
given criticism | ’ Q1+ .01 N .01
242, academic reiated . .. S '—J .
contacts which involved ' . ' .
brief teacher contact .55 .65 .01 .58 .62 .03 .02
) . . ’ . T § =7 ?
243, academic related. : T n . RN
! contact® which involved ) . . e,
. 10ng teachercontact S 244 C 1 -33 / .01 41 .‘36 .02 .02 . -"\3;
:‘.’“"‘* \ Zl;lg.jacad/e‘mic related R - , . .l ST
N contacts in which teacher - . ' - T v“\'j
d‘elayed‘.éonta.ct” .02 qO]:‘b/ . .01 .02 * . ‘4‘ ,;;‘:J-\A:
245, academic Yelated . o > “ la .
. contacts which were given LaY A . . T A
feedback i . " .47 563 .OO\ .53 . ' ,.57. .04 PN K‘)
2467 équemic:'relatéd ‘ . . £y ’
contacts which were , - . ; . ) CT LN
given process fpedback® 47 . .30 (.00} .39 .38 .02 |- £
o - N .. . S . :, t . P ) N \f
Lt 247. ~contacts which : . T L e
e » {nvolved personal’ requests 07 . .08 . .07 . .08 .3 X -
. .. 248. personal contacts | v N ﬁ .
S which teacher granted_ R . .69 .75. . l.76 .68 .00] .02 1 L
' ‘ ) ‘ . ‘ : ) A R {'
) . 249, personal contacts - . . . "X ? . SRR 4:‘
which teacher d,elayed Oﬂ 07 - « .06 - .07 Loy
. , :, , . ! P : %4.2..;\ s " o
”. 250. péersonal contacts ‘ - - - . FN BN
which teacher did not grant .25~ - .18 024, .17 257 {*.00} OV " ) ) \ Sl
- . . . - s T N
e - U Co i

~
as




N, ,
i o " Subject Matter Observed Section
. JYariable ’ . Ma_th English ‘First Second AxB
T Lo . Means  Means ) Means Means p . P
F ; - T
251, academic related
contacts given brief :‘ N - .
feedback T U45 .59 L00 | = .50 .54 .03
. M \ * .
252, academic related N '
. contacts given brie . . .
: ptocess feedback . .08 .03 100 .05, .06
¥ . -
253. ° academic r'elated :
contacts given long +« = | . *
feedback o 7 02 .03 ,03 .03 :
52544. \academic related ' . .
contacts given loéng- .
- process feedback .39 .27 . 00 .34 32, .01
Teacher Iditiated: y
255. contacts which ' .
related to academic ;T D VY
scontent ? . C .60 .51 .03 .5 .55 .
N : i TP ) ) ’)
) .256. academic related ! ) o .
contacts which* inVolved ) ' . C e
WA pralse ‘ ) e .03 .06 [03}. 05 .04
- . 257. (academic related ] ) L ‘. N
\; eontacts which 1nvolved —~— | £ )
criticism = 3. N Y/ .08 .08 .07 a
~ . 258/ academn.c related ~« | o .
' contacts whlch were SR N
brief .7 .53 .58+ .56 .55 ;
1 d . _ x"‘ : ":/w
PN 259 academic related € ez ] \;\, .
2 contacts "which were long' . . .31 28 ] -+ 30 .29
L 3 - s R N
7V - 260. “acadshic related . . % B U
. -contatcts in which teacher . ‘ ) . A N
e e observedtstudent - . .16 4, [ .14 .16, LAREY
{ -t , 0 . ' N ’ ’ * ¢ [
RS 7, 261 .' acadenic related - N " IS N
U : \contacts which involved . ) ™
RN ﬁeedback ; ‘ .5k .59 L .56 .54 1
T 262 ‘acadeiﬁic related A
~~_ 7 contacts which ‘involved > '
‘i"‘n procass feedbatk. NS .27, .22, i .23 .26
LR PR , 2ty : - ., P
o ‘ - - % - 7
- Lo b , 137 ..
) o e - lﬂ‘./ . % ‘ '”/'”f ’
) _ .:9. T e ,,'i‘ L o ‘ “14 X ¢ !
e s T e&, e w RN AR { «

PR AR
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v Ead A -

7 '.'

‘Variable .

L] v

, - Subject Matter

Math
Means

English

Mearis

2

Observed Section .

First
Means

Second °
Means

2

AxB

263:' aca&émic’related
contacts which involved
brief feedback

2647 academic related
- contacts which involved
"brief process feedback

265. academic. related
contacts which inyolved

A “1dng feedback

O

’

hd .

[¢
266?'"academic‘felated
 contacts which inYolved

long process feedback N

267. contacts which
related to classroom
procedure :

BehaVﬁlt Related Contacts

268. misbehaviors to
which teacher responded
but which coder did not
observe .

269. nondisruptivé{
misbehaviors (daydreaining,
~wasting time) :
- 270, misbehaviors in
which stiident socialized
with others ‘ ’

P

271. misbehaviors ‘which

involved- being late to s

class,

272 disruptive mis-
behaviprs ‘

.273. misbehaviorg in
which student sassed
or defied -teacher

] N .

-

47

.03

.04

.24

.34

.34

"ol

.10

.03

.54 .

.01

“ .05

.20

.42

.40
239

.01

.11

.02

03

.03

.51

.02

.05 -

.21

.39

.01

.39

.39

.01

.09 ,

4 4..,02 i

.51

.02

.23

.38

01

43

.33

"ol

.12

.03.

N

1

.00

.01
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Table 9 (gont.)

,g%r .

v

Variable

‘Math”

Subject Matter
English
Means Means

R

Observeg Section ' |

First:
 Means

Secdnd’
HMeans

AxB-.

2

274.. 'misbehaviors in
which student was ver-
bally aggressive, toward
teacher or peers

J

275. “misbehaviors in -
which "studént was physi~
, - cally aggressive toward
' teacher ‘or peers,
276. 'misbehaviors imeé-
which student left class
without permissipn

277. misbehdviors which
involved contraband items ...
Cknives, radios, toys, etc)’

278, misbéhaviors’in
which student baited teacher~

279. misbehaviors in_
which student slept.in
class_.

v
-

. w286. misbehaviors wh}cﬁ
_ .could-not be classified
in the &bove

281. misbehaviors in
. which teacher intervened
nonverbally-
.. 282. misﬂghaviors which
involved management -~
request from teacher

283.. misbehaviors which
involved management request
but which teacher directed

. to wrong student (target

" error) - - R

" :284. misbehaviors which

-invoIved management request
" but in which teacher delayed
acting (timing error)

:‘
.

1

Provided by ERIC s -~

Q ... . oo
IC

A
2 de St

.01

o‘i\
.01

.01 .00 |.0%

"'001" . O 1

.01. .01

.02 01 |,
.02 .01
.03

.04

.63 .66

.02

.64

.01

-.03.

P L

L

.01

% .01

.01

v

.01

.65,

~.02

.02

- > ..

.0k

.05
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Table 9 (cont.) ( : o
L4

N b 1

.(. . - .- Subject Matter Observed Seetion
‘Variable Math~ English First Second AxB

. R N Means Means P Means Means p P
- ’ . - - 'A/ -
A 4

285. misbehaviors which

involved management tequest
and in yhich teacher -, . -
overreacted ‘; .01 .00 - 00 y.OI : ,

, 286. .misbehaviors which\ - . s : - .
teacher criticized .13, .13 : :15 .11 | .01

A 281, misbehaviors, in B . : ‘
. which teacher cri;icized : o -

wrong student (target e )
error) - 0T% 00 .00 .00

288 misbehaviors in
which' teacher delayed : .
criticizing (timing error) .01 .01 - .01 .01

289, misbehaviors in’ .
which teacher overreacted ) . .
with criticism . ..01 01 | .01 - 01

)
< (JW

183
-

290. misbehaviors in T i
which teacher threatened ’ o "L .
student .05 .05 .05 .05

- 291, misbehaviors in. ' Ny ‘
which' teacher délayed . -
' threatening (timing error) .00 ..00 .00 .01

292, misbehaviots fn ) e
) which teacher overreacted . :
e, with threats .00 .01 ’ .00 .00

a$ . 293, misbehaviors. which, .
“ " involved management request Lo
~ but which coder did not - . ;
observe 32 .73, (.01 .50 . .55
. 294, misbehaviors which - *%
. teacher criticized but which & _ $ Z
coder did not observe .48 .19 .02 .45 22} .05
295. mild misbehaviors in ' = 2»
which teacher intervened - ' AR
nonverbally .02 04 L .04 .03




Table'9 (cont.) \

AN

>

Variable N

"Subject Matter
Math
Means Means - ‘p

EnglisH

.Observed Section

* Second
Means

First
Means'

2]

AXxB

P

-
-

296. mild misbehaviors
which invblved management
request from teacher ’

3 .
297. mild misbehaviors ,
which teacher ciititized .18

379

298. mild m;sbehavibrs
in which teacher threatened-:

st;xdent .03

299, misbehaviors in which
student socialized with

others and in which teacher
intervened. nonverbally .04
300. misbehaviors in which
student socialized with others
and which involved management

— r*est ’ " .73

301. misbehaviors in which
student socialized with others
and which teacher criticized -15
302. misbehaviors in 'which
student sot¥ialized with others
and in which teacher threatened
student - " .07

363. tardiness whfﬁh invélved‘
management request .68

304. 'tardiness which teacher

cirticized .13

305f disruptive misbehaviors
.in which teacher intervened
nonverbally .05

306. disruptive misbehaviors
which involved management
request .33

307. disruptive misbheaJiprs
which teacher criticized .25

-

e s

.79

.13

.04

.05

.

.14

.077
175

.24

.04 s

.55 L4

.24

J1.o .82

W11

.03 © .04

.05

.71 .76

7 11

.01

.00

.02

.01

» 04

B -

v
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Table 9 (cont.)

)

S '}
Variable

Math

Suibject Matter
English

Means Means

Observed Sectian
Second
Means

, First
* ~ Means-

[

B> ‘

* “wggressive and whic
crjticized

308. disruptive misbe-
haviors in which teacher
threstened student. .
309. misbehaviors in

which student sassed or
defied teacher and which

» ¢1involved ménagemgnt request .

310. misbehaviors in-which-
student sasses or defied
teacher and which teacher
criticized - : .

0

311. misbehaViors in -

.22

whi¢h student sasged or defied

teacher and in which teachex.
threatened-studeht -

Bl .. . v

312. misbehaviors in which

.10

student“ngnvérbally aggressive

and .which
~request

volved management

313. misbehaviors in which
student was physically .
aggressive and which involved

" management rehuest ’

.39

.52

314. ‘misbehaviors in which '~

student was thsiCﬁ;ly .
teacher

4

315. misbehaviors in which

. student left elass withqut
- permisgion ahd which “involved

'management request ,

316. misbehaviors which
involved contraband items
- and which involved manage-"
ment request

7 317.- misbehaviors which

involved contraband items

* and in which teacher threat—
-+ ened student .

.20

>

.58

.66 .

.12

.55

113

.07

.08

.10

.53,

o7

-

.15 '

142

»51

.23

.41

.22,

’ :15.

* .08
.46

.13

.12

.50

.58

.09

LN

N
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Table 9 (cont.)"

Variable

Subject Matter
English

Math
Means Means

" Observed Section

First
Means

Second
Means : p

AxB

)4

327,
" teacher overreacted

318. misbehaviors in which '

student,baited teacher and
which involved management
request -

319. miscellaneous mis-
behaviors (not in the above
categories) which involved
management requests

320. miscellaneous mis-
behaviors (not in the
above categories) which
teacher criticized

'

321. misbehaviors which

involved management ‘requests

322. misbehaviors which
teeacher criticized

323. misbehaviers in which
teacher threatened student

" 324, misbehaviors in wﬁich

teacher acted without target

“ «°or timing .error

325." “misb eha\}iorsa@i%'whi ch
teacher acted with target s’
error

326. 'misbehaviors in which
teacher acted with timing

error N o .

misbehaviors in which

~
a

328. _
involved management requests

329.
teacher griticized i
330. serious misbehaviors'
which involved management

o
requests ~ . M

e
.

miId misbehaviors which

mild misbehaviors which

—a ame

430 .48

-

Y

.59 .34

Vd

.22 .46

.69 .71

L

.16 .15
.06 .06

.84 .88

s

.02 .02

.39

M %
P

.37
" .68

.17

.02

.04

.01

Lanas

+ ~02.

\ S

e

.60 {.03

.31 7
71

A3 (.02 *

.78 | .03

.17 | .02

.50 | .

84 {.o2] . -

-
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Table 9 (cont.). -

¢

¢

X '
e -
Pl -

Variable

!

Subject Matter

Math
Means

English
Means

R

" Observed Sectigfi )

First

Means

Second
Means

R

—~

)

4

Ax B
‘P

331:' serious misbe-
haviors which teacher
criticized

Rpastt

332. mild misbehaviors
in which teacher acted
- without target or timing
‘error v
333..° mild misbehaviors
in which teacher acted with
/}argeé error

334, mild misbehaviors
in which teacher acted with
timing error -

335. mild misbehaviors in

which teacher overreacted

P .y © N >

///” . 336. serious misbehaviors

. .in wpicb teacher acted

4 without target or timing

*\‘T—L—*errOr . .

. . Y . g X
+337. serious misbehaviors
in which teacher act§d/with*

. target/ertor /ﬁ

338.- periobs’misbehaviors
in wqich teacher acted with
timing error -

@

+

P 339. sgerious misbehaviors
_» . ,in.which teacher overreacted
s ' 1}
. Social Contacts: .

: 340.' . teacher-initiated con-
tacts whighowere social

whichfwere sogial

0}

[N,

which were social and which
teacher accepted

{

- .

° .68

. 341. student-created contacts

.28,

*.90 |

.03

04"

.02

.03
-«

“.11

.03

.26

342. student-created- contdcts,

.92

« .25

.74

.28

.02

.06

.75

.94

<04

.30

.02

N~

.03
.01
.75
.03

.10
.00
.25

.75 .

.93

B

.27

.89
.02
.05
.02
.70
.02
.07
.03
.27
173

.93

.00

.00

.03




"4 Table 9 (céiit.) :
L .
> ‘_‘f—:‘\’\\ L. =

\.L\:\._.\'\T\‘. J , Subject Matter Observed Section

. Variable Math English 'First .,.Second _ A x B
) Means Means P Means Means pr. p
‘ L] . 4
ay ~
343. student-created contacts : ) 28
which were social and which .
teacher did not accept .08 .06 .07 .07
) General Categories = . ‘ :
.344, response opportunities '
in which teacher praised .09 W11 .10 .10 \ % .
. . IR
“ 345, response opportunities . l -
in which teacher criticized .01 .00 .01 .01 .~
- 346. dyadic contacts which ! B -~ )
. were response opportunities .28. «29 .29 .28 v
¢ {
. Voo r ) .
.347. ‘dyadic 'contacts which v
.were student-initiated o .

b ‘(lues t ions . T ' . 08 $’®7 ; L. 0,7 , . 08 Qj’ <

348. dy=mic contacts which L ~ 1 al-
. were studenX-initiated ’ . ‘ s
comments - .03 .04 .04 . .04 .04 / .
- ; > ~ ‘ -
. / Ky by
- . 349. dyadic dontacts which{ . . PR - T.
"% were student-cfeated - e I . R Ly
(privaf:_e) 37 . 234 ? . 36 - e36 . T L.
350. dyadic cogtacts, whic S F,g; :,..j? ; AR ‘=
. were teacher-jdAitiate B 17O Y .
a (privat:e) N . .13 R .15 . . <, .14 o
2 ° .. ' . AN *‘% , aa \ & ! - p 2
. .~ 351., dyadic contacts which . % - % RS ’ .0
« '’ were behavior related 11 A2 JA1 .5 Py 3p, |
ere Rehavier . O T s
. 352.° dyadic contacts which ‘ - T ;ﬁs" L
were social ' . .03 - 04 .03 e L
o B e, N J; , .
7 353. dyad . St = I ~%
S . yadic contacts which .
Slle ‘e .
\ were 'private (not public) .50 .49 .50 “ s
) . o -
\ .~ ‘354, dyadic contacts.which _ . .
were ' private and which:were - B
student~created (excluding e . v
social) o T30 .69 | 70 &

- " . . . _' / - . A ’)
+355..- ‘contacts involving oo , . . « F
académic content. which ° . L0 S B

. were private and which - o N ) ) ¥
- teacher, praised - .02 03 - .03 03 1 b
. ;o ’ ¥ . . ’ o
L a i s ' .
o g . s T e
" . AN < - "L ’
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Table 9 (cont.) - . : - Ce v}

@

. Subject Matter pbserved Section .
, .. Variable Math English Fitst Second ., A XB oy
) : Means Mea g
, eans P Means Means p P -

]

Y
356. contacts involving
academic content which L ) -
were private amd which , ; :
teacher criticized .03 .03 .03 .03 s

) M , - R
357. contacts which o~ .
were private and which "

, involved academic: content .64 .32 00 .57 .59

. . . ,

. - 358. Jpontacté which were Coe .- .
private and which did not C e ‘ . ‘
involve academic content .36 .48 "100 .43 41

/ ‘ ’ ’
" 359, /student-created

s+ ° contacts which were .
public . 24 .25 . 24 .25

»

~~~360. teacher-initiated )
contacts which were public -

(excluding behavioral . . . ’ - s
contacts) .63 .62 1. .62 .63

ngr—\gtudent—creatéd' ) S,

contacts which were private

an¢ which related to academic 4 ‘
content ) . .64 .51 {00 .57 .59

362. student-created ' L - R .
.contacts which weresprivate .

and which rglated to classroom_ ~ . - o
procedhre ./\ .66 .65 .65 .66 .

< . 363. contacts involving . . . ' . . .
. . academic content in which < ) ( ’

: teacher gave process ' - -
feedback : .25 .14 L00 .20 .20 | .01 :
- 36#i.- teacher-initiated & . . : .
- ..+ . contacts which were .o e L
v . behavior related . 44 ‘b4 .41 .47 1 .00 17
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Table 10. Two-Way Analyses of Variance getween Subject

Matter and Observed Section using Means from
Classroom Observation Scales (COS)

¥

. . , i
‘ s
i e )
P B Subject Matter Observed ‘Section
Variable Math English First Second AxB ..
’ ! Means Means P  Means Means p P
1. High level of - T -
Student atteéntion ..~ 2,707 3.05 03| 2791  2.84
e - ‘
q eacher initiated . ”
problem solving 1.01 .90 .88 1.02 |.01 \
14 N . .
3. " Pupil-to-pupil .
interaction * 2.12  2.01 2.00 2714 {.03
4. ‘Teacher presentation of ., X
academic information 1.06 .66 |01 « .80 .92 {.01{ .01
3 5. Negative, affect - ) : -
(teacher and students). 1.10° .99 ¢ .95 1.15 .01
6. Positive affect . N, . > ¢ '
(teacher) ’ ) 1.64 1.92 1.73 1.83 | .
%;
7. Higher. cognitive level . _ ‘
student behavior 1.19 .1.03 1.06  1.18 {.03 '
. \x\'
- 8. Passive ‘pupil behavior .86 .65 .72 .79 .
— .
~/
9. Cgpvergent evaluative i )
interactions (teacher . , . -
probes for right answer) 1.51 1.20 L 04 1.35 1.36
. 1 ’ .
10. Teacher task . . (
orientatffon 2.67 * 2.74 2.71 2.70
A1l. Clarjity of teacher . N . -
~ -fpresentations . 2,72 ‘2.92 2.84 2.80 | 1.05
12, “Teacher enthusiasm 2.03  2.26 Lo2.12 2,17
+13. Random questioning; v 7 : - o
memory questions; fact E
related .83 .80 ~82 .81
,

147
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¥
¥

"gT.ab'le *10 (cont.) .

* 0 . ‘
v o -
: . " Subject Matter \ Observed“Seéetion, |
T Variable Math: English First Second AxB
o Means Means P Means Means p p .
@ - * '
3 —
14. Higher cognitive level J .
questions: synthesis, 'why! ’ ,
“ questions ° . .59 {55 .55 .59 }.04°| .03
15. Question3 with . N .
application to students' ’
personal lives; personal « -
questions .20 .40 .01 .27 .33 [.04 ’
' 16. Teacher positive affect; .~ -
) teacher involvement 48.91 50.77 49.60 50.09
17. Poor classroom control 51.62 48.78 4846  52.15 |.01
<. 18, \H‘igh’leve_l of teacher - 1- ’
questioning 52.10 48.38 50.77 49.72
19. Structured teaching; / /o
directed activity 56.12 45451 (.01 50.63 51.01
. ¢ ,
r’ ‘ .
- 1
]§ = 68 (total)‘ .
N = 29 @math) .
N = 39 (English)
) AN
{ . ' L
’ W
-
Y . A~
> “ * ¢
v D' Y R N o : . ] ] "v;*;; R ,
iy ) Lo T T T e I
P4 .'
, : okl T © A :
< - ! Rt L~ . ' o
- - ‘ !
K N . 5




Tahle 11. Two-Way Analyses of Variance between Subject Matter and
Observed Section using Means from Observer Ratings of.Students Scale
° L4

i

-
-/ . ‘ . . R . \
s 4 ‘

.-

tSubject Matter Observed Section

»

" Variable . - Math English’ First Second Ax B A
: Means Means. p  Means Meane” p' p |
i hd . s |
Student : ‘ 1 ‘
1. 1is very outgoing.gr . .. )
extroverted * ; 4,60 4.57 . 4.52 NIy )
; - ) : @ s, L~
24, 1is obedi®nt, does not’ . b T
- fy the teacher 5.72 '5.80 5.75 5.77
[ . 2 . s %
. 3. 1is hdghly confident , .«
in academic work . 4,69 4,83 4.73 4,78
A
4. has bad work habits,, .
short attention span, is . : ’
unprepared to respond 2,74, 2,53 2.63 2.63
5. 1is constantly being/- . ' : K .
attended to by the teacher 3.93 . 3.87 3.89 3.90
6. has sloppy appéarance, - .. ) )
is mussed with rumpled or .
soiled clothes 2.14 1.89{ . 2.00 / 2.03 | - "y
e . ., ,
7. 1is unnecessarily ° - "
\acadein’ically, dependent on 4 !
the teacher 2.92 2.%7 2:83 2.87 ‘
- 8. emotionally mature, -
.~ accepts responsibility .
is self-reliant 5.57  5.62 5.60. " 5.59
° 9, is highlyg motivated, eages 4.88 4.91 4.92 487 {
J10. is calm, relaxed, 'does,n't i ' & 3/ .
fidget, ’ 5.24 5.36 | k 5.28 , -5.33
. 11. is usually imhappy, \\ - \
@~ appears depressed, raredy - - : N R R
smiles‘or laughs 3.17 2.83 (.02 3.08: 2.92 {.04 :
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Table 11 (cont.) T . - ’
- * N i , ] i a
b & = b ° ) ;" =
‘ Subject Matter Observed .Section .
_Variable Math English First Second - AxB N
. - ¥eans ,Means: p Meaps Means: p° 3 “
-12. *is a good 'student, ¢ ’ - T ‘ ~ i
does the work and gets . - . . Co ) :
good grades , ® 4.81% 4.86 1 |  4.85 4,81 v ".f"
8 "8
13. is physically mature, . X ) Jf
evidences obkious | . -
secondary-.sex charac- s ) ’ o
‘teristics / 4.64  4.88 4.73  4.79 o
14. lacks persistence, - - . - & >
tends to give up on work 3.08 ,2.97 3.01 3.04 . .
» s - ' + -
15. participates in . . 1 . , S~ 7
academic and mon-academic. p77 oo
class activities ‘ 3.57  3.80 .3.62 3.75 | A
,16. gets along,well with - . ‘ o7 o
peers, seems popular 4.60 4.66. 4.63 4.63 ’ . *
17. gets.along well with . , !
¢ teacher,.has positive - . N o
affective interactions 5.77 5.82 5.76. 5.83 N )
18. is aggressive, has . { wen oy
Ychip on his shoulder" . | . SRR W
engages in physical or, : - f N ) -
.verbal ‘abuse of others ' 2.82. 2.84 2.84 2.82 1+, . o N
3 e . ~ /, - . . . ’e’._‘ - (\\\:’
19. is irresponsible, .doesn't - . - . M : -
turn in work on time, comes - — o SR
" without supplies s 2.11  2.03 2.11 *  2.0471" , N
/ < . . | /’ O i / ' ‘g\‘:_-%;‘;
20, continually talks- to ™ / . . ‘x\ o
. ! 4 A \\ . N N N
neighbors, turns around ‘ /3/ . : ' A TN
. in khair-to talk, ‘s 3.61 3.57. ~3.56 3.62. \ 'y
214 lacks cooperativeness, j , T, / oo P 10y il «‘;\,"’:;“.f
shows.no desire to work with /2/ /) - L ) e S N
others, disagrees frequently . 2.09 /' .09 2.05 2,13 |. - eV AT ey
i " / - . - - - }’} ::}
22, is awgghavior. problem, ) ‘ RN D (R /\ \ ' -
disrupts ss frequently, . i ! . P P
{s often reprimandeci, A A e - Y
criticizéd, ete.: - 2,35 . 2.22 |° 2,28 2.29 . IR
- L 4 ;-': . ) ‘ - \“*\:‘
: 23. has athletic 'abii‘gty, : ‘ - . A
s s+ well cogrdinated . , v . e DY R S
/)muscular, etc. - &4.83  =4.93 |- . 4.88 4,88 o SN
R ettt “v - : . s N
. - P — 1 5~0 r ; o ’ »,'( : ‘
l o4 ,‘ N 4 - 2 E ¢ re ~ 7\‘ .
e — /\ % - - ) 2‘. N ; e §!3 " - )




X Table 11 (cont.) ; )
Pt Subject Matter - Observed Section ‘ '
Variable Y Math® English First Second AxB
. ) Means _Me:}ms P ' Means Means p P
24, uses profanity often--at s T & L f
-least every few sentences .69 .50 | .62 .57
A w . . < , - \ ~ 3
25. di,splayﬁ agademic peer . ~
' & 4 ,1e‘adership; ‘peers see the v ? * " _
¥ student as bright 3.57 . 3.50 3.45 3.61 ] >
: . N R e ] , ;, ) ‘ 21T w0 - .
" FACTOR ,I e & - ¢ . Q -
is not motivated or . ’ ' A N : s

- ‘“interested and has bad S BN b ) NN

"', work hahits , 50.47 49,787 | 50.15 .10 o ‘

', FACTOR II v Tyt Ny |
is outgoing sociable; * N 1 4 \
happy; interacts with- . o . / * - .
both teachers-and peers 49.67 50.30 49:71 50.25 N - ‘

o= ) » : ' A . .

' FACTOR III \ N N I ,
is physica}ly mature and ¢ g N Nt
well coordina ted, 49.56 50.32 \ 49\.&. *49.96 ' 2 -

s FACTOR IV ' L 4 e i< i
B \ has antiocial tendencies 58.44 - 49».5{? »| 50.16 9.86 SeS
5 7 ‘ L ’ L it v . “
+ . , .
3 - : ” . . ‘ )
]1{‘= 68 (total) = - : \ .
N =29 () L : \ T
N = 39 (English) .o - . - .
~ ' & ) . . ‘ [ L Lt ~\\ .
P Lo 1 / . ';v’.

T
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Table 12., 'fwo—Way Analyses of- Variance between Subject.Mattemand Observed
Section using Means from Student'Ratings of Tea#hers
B . ] 7 s " e
, ‘Subjeef Matter Observed Sectjon T
- Variable . " Math  English ‘First Second AxB
N - Means * Means  p  Means Means p P S
. ’ ° . J v i. ‘ ‘ ~ .
Student: , . . a 1 -
: < ’.t" s,
1. .thinks ’the teacher 2 N d ) . :, S N
> knows the subject well 3.54 y3.55 |+ 3.56 3.537 " % .o
2. inks the teacher: is - R . _‘ e 1. % : AT
dlway$ well prepared and Y- N IERE PP A ) ( dg oo
~organdzed \ R 2.93 - 3.06° . 2,98 3.001' T A P
, + 3. -thinks ¥he Beacher - SR B 7 , A
enjoys teaching ' 2,98  3.11 |~ }..3.10 . 2,98 +|.01] "¢
.,' : \ . » ., ’ , A ’ )
4. thinks theé teachdr is " Vo ' . | >
interesfed in knowmg LT w. e T e / )
+%Students as well as” ¢ . : . 1-71 " o <t
teaching them - «. 2:75 . 2.€l‘ . ~2.90 2.76 [.03 ; ‘
5. . feels comfortable asking 1 b4 e ] - .
questions or _asking for’ \). - ' T . o L
help . e 2.76  2.85, ~2.87 2,74 t.o5| T
v 4 . N I . & - a - , . : . . .
. 6. feels comfortable about . 1 - « Y ‘ ; ; 4 '
going ‘tb "the teacher with- oo Tl .- :.,n - L ’ *
‘a pergonal problem -~ 47 L.370 1,70 LO3| 1.53 ":1.54
N ot - Sl "o ' ) . .
A ‘feels he/she has learned .°° ., ( . o e s ‘ R
- a great deal in. the class :, - 3.03°  3.06 , 3:07 3.03~ e
. ~ . . , .':!"! ‘. ‘ ' e ot . "! .
8. has enjé)yed the class ,\ 2.74 2.7 | 2.80 ' 2.71 : Lo :
‘o ¢ " - : . v N . ’./
';."9" would sk ‘for -this o Ny f f . "f | R I
;:eacher aggln next year 2.45 2.66 ! 2.59 " 2.52 R R
. .. ‘ » o H IR ' i .
" FACTOR I . TN . . NP 1 FiTer e
‘ General,ized Iiking of e v S -~ . a4~ i £ /
teadher 5 . * SNy 49.06  50.73,° (50.32 1" 49,47 | D S ;
L5 - L e < ) . ’
. . R - &\ \ . - 4 7 h
- o : Q@ 4 j ) \ _' ‘J-‘
‘ \ o . . R 4 D . . . , :
- Coe L P -~ R
. - ) {‘ 1 . \ LA -~ N . » \ . B .' - .,,
0 . e S * . g L ‘.,' »T’. B
. !:.. : '@' h > 4 ; ) c‘ : v \‘ :/
: y & oo f: v J- /152Q < B . .‘ .
'~0 . ] " R ) . ‘P . M % Y,
.‘ 'a~ ¢ w" o ’ ' - ' : ) Yo o -‘ -~ . * -\ :‘."0 .'
. . .. ( N ,' - ) ' ] . . " . . . , L3 - ,“-
- - v *. ~h\!'~‘ ~ M ) *




Table 12 (cont.).

«-

: *&% ,

. S
Subject&atter 0bserve<_1 S n ,_ p
“%Eriable Math English, First - Second X B
T Means Means =, p  Means Mea P
c\\<\\‘; , —T
““FACTOR II . - ‘

BT Student view of ‘teacher's’ .
; cempetency (females\only) 49.24 50.09

|

a

FACTOR I1I, -
: Student view of" teacher'? . ,
) " competency (males only) . 49.61 50.20

-

FACTOR v e
Favorable teacher/student
relationship (females only) 49.14 50.58

-8 R

@ v ~' e v

t

" FACTOR V B
Favorable teacher/student T
relationship ‘(males' only) . 49.08 50.85

.« ] #
a ~

"1y = 68 (total)
=29 (math). *
=-39 (English)

N
X
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/ Table 13. ;Two—WBy Analyses of Variance between'SubJedt Matter
" . and Observed Section using Means from Observer

> . .- Ratings of Teachers Scales : ‘
:? *J\ . ; ) ) .
] < - Subject Matter . oEéerqu"sécéibﬁa
Variable‘ Math English First Second . Ax B
. R ) "Means Means P Means Means p P
, Vl. Pafience of teacher ‘ - .
/' in correcting errors , - 5.62 5.65 | 5.72 5.56 |
2. Attracﬁiveness of room 412 5.43 [.01 4.81 4.74
?J3. Effectiveness of teacher's:" . -~ .
. * management  methods . 4.93  5.19 5.07 5.06. o
. . . F ..
v4. Crowdedness ofvglassroom. .05  2.40 2.71 2,74
‘5. Democratlc .leadership .
style of teacher _ 2.02 3.31 (.01 2.65 2.67
“ 6. fTalk among stydents |+ ~5.05  5.04  5.06 5.03
Al
N .o° \ *
o 7., Teacher stress on form . - o .’ 1} v
A . of- responses S «3.33 2.90 . 3.20 . 3.02 T
. :7 N . LR - ‘ v 5 ~ ) - . .
8. Student_ obedience to. ' - . | ~ .- el Lo
. teacher ) . ) 4045 5.06 e 4,97 4.54. .01 -
" X . ' R ﬁ B
». . 9. Quantity of: df%’eec‘tlons‘ ) N o A Y
o overly gxplicit and ’ - bl I o
repetitive . RN X 78 3.71 . 3,67 3.81
' b , .« ot - . V“ . i} . \ - .
10. <Classroom interruptld‘ns; 3.62- 3.74 3.58 " 7 3.79]
£ - ro 1 o, i, T 1 : ’ b ' . s
2 11. Teacher use of students ‘ [ 3
in performing certain class- ” .
room functions , 5.58  6.32 5.90, 6.00 :
. (’ 12. Teach r has seatiqg e . A \‘. ( (- - .
N arrangemen » " 1.57.7 1.78 |. .| .1.67 = 1.68 cl
~ . .,' R P . ‘ ] .. . ‘ R }&‘ ] .
i R & A Freqd»ncy of seatlng , ’ ) - >
4 arrangement changes ) 2.89 _3.12 7| - 2.98 3.04 .
o , N ! . L - o e . . N R ‘4
A <t ! , . f ) ; -
> | ”‘ t ‘ ~ | | :
7 Cn v v a e ]

e L

r——
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Table 13'(cqnt.)

res L .
. , ’ Subject Matter Observed Section
. - Variable . Math English First . Second Ax3B
’ . , Means Means P Means Means p  p )
14, Consistency of . ’
enforcement of rules ., " 4,22 4.10 4.18 4.15
F -3 -
15. Teacher grants requests . '
. to go to yrestroom or water . ) . ’ *
fountain C ‘2,29 2.29 2.32° 2:27 {.01
16. Length of time after s . '
* bell for class to begin - 2,10 2.50 2.33 2,27
B > L -1
4 . . , @ .
17: Teagher uses '
'explahations' to solve
behavior problems ‘ - 2.57 2,78 2,65 =2.70
18. Amount of dlsturbance ' \ L J e
teacher accepts 4.17 3.99 -4.04 4.12
19. Amount of teacher U S
confusion, flusger . 1.78, 1.64 1.64 ® 1.77
20. Corrgction‘of minor : . -
misbehaviors i . 2,98 7 3.49 : 3.28 | 3.19
_21. Mgnitoring of class " 4.86  5.04 |\, 4.92 - 4.98
22. Efficiency of ‘ . o
transitions during the . : ’ -
. clasg period , 4.60 - 4,35 | 4.32 ~4.63 | .03
« s v, -
.o : . .
»23. High level of teacher ) v |
affection » 4.45 4.87 4. 73 . 4.59 |. .
. o X [
- 24 Range of affectlon | R S f.f \
’ low end - A . 2,72 - 3,08 | - | -2.98 2.82
. T ! i T g | . . f £
'25. Rangd of affectien: sl e ~ :
high end . , 5.43 5.88 "L %5%69 r,5.63“£
' 26. Teacher solldarlty BTN PO . &r;; i
Iwith group ' T 3.36 '3.67 3957 -3446
_ . ‘ .. € -,
.." 27. Teacher anxiety b r2.69  2.51 ©o2859 0 2,617 =
t . 4 ! . L% L = L
28. Teacher confidence level 5.74 ~ 6.18 ' 5.91 6&91 ‘ .
- 29. Teacher enthusiasm 4,71 4.97 493 T aars| ) /
o ' N B Ty

.r « e - K { . 4 3 . )

-t
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Table 13 {eordt.) - .
; __
, Subject Matter * Observed Section - |
Variable . Math . English First- Second AxB R
Means Means P Means Means p P
— : ’
30. Student respect for . . . -
teacher ' . 4.78 5.03 4,91 4.89
3}. Teacher deals effec- . 2 !
tively with student ) o ‘ ) -
personal problems : 2.78 3.38 2.97 3.19, )
32. Teacher socializing - /
with students ’ 3.71 4.14 3.8 3.94
33. Teacher awareness of o ; . \
coder 1.88 1.95 1.98 1.84 .03
. - - . v
34.‘ Téacher credibility .7 5,41 5.7% | . "5.60 , 5.56 ) :
- S .
"35. Teachor shomag;Egp 1.28  2.40 |.01| 1.8 7 1.85 .02
36 Academic encouragement :
*given by teacher - 4.26 . 4.45 - 4.34 - 4.37 ,
e ) - o, o, ¢ 4y CHaets %2 R e .
37, R ‘p‘thene§s to - . R e C\“
g ' student input " 5.72. 6318 5.90 6.00
6y 2 ) Foz . s :
38. Nurturance of student o ¥ B
atfegtive, skills e 3.66  4.90 |.01| .27 4,28 | X
%ﬂ: 5
" 39, Var1ety and chome&rﬁ* o . . i !
assignments o0 A,02  "1.73 .05 1.31. 1.44 ' : '
B | ) o
40. Teacher use of self- -~ - oo T ‘ : . "
~ .paced work . / ‘ -1.28  1.55 1.40 1.43 / '
L. .- L . ! SE .
- 41, Teacher use of T “?‘” o : -
blackboard for lectures S ) . )
and discuésions - , 4.9 72.19 Mro1|. 3.53 *3.60 ING o R
Ca L . ‘ . . , oL &
! : 42. Teacher use of audlo*— ) ’:"/, . 5,,# A s , 1 ‘ T
T visual aids . " .67 " 1.49 oIk 99 ., 1.17 {.03 |- T} T
] ] B . ]
43, Teacher .use of oral ’ ol . .
' reading ,‘ ¥ a9, L o] 89 w00 |8 Ty
" 44, Teacher us-e\of drama; ' / .
‘ students read parts im plays : . . . B
‘or stories @ __ - . 02 1.04 |01 53 53
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Taﬁie 13 (cont.)

4

B

Subjéct Matter -

Observed Section

.,

' W@ﬁ»

‘r

Variable Math English First Second AxB
N ' s Means Méans P =~ Means Means / P P
. %4 ’ .
45." Teacher's productive a
use of own mistakes 5.45 5.25 5.36 ~/5.34
. b :
46. Teacher goes to students » LT
during seatwork’ 2.84 1.72 |.01 2,25 2.32 -
47. Student eagernmess for — :
response opportunities ‘9:98- 5.26 5.07 5.17 J
48. Time allotted for , . . .
class discussion 2.69  2.97 2.77 2.90°
49. Task-oriented -
seatwork . , 5.10 5.17 5.09 5.18
50. Amount of teacher
preparation - 5.91  5.47 ., 5.59 '5.80
51. Teacher attention fo I ’
'learning disability' :
children or.slow learners = - 548 4.85 4.93 5.21
52.- Teacher academic . s i
effectivenesi 4.50 - 4.53 ) 14,49 4.56
. b T~ ’ .
# 53..Frequency of homework 5.38 _3.65 .01 4.48 4.55 .04
54. Amount of class time / ' ,59 :
spent in productive work (/;.53 5.40 5.49 5.45 |
. 55. Teacher empha51s on .o . i
I grades’ © i 5,05 4.58 4.82 4!80
56.. Teacher concern for, {V N [
' * academic achieVement, ‘ . =
grades . " 5.43  5.12 5.30 ?.25-
{ A . ; . .
57. Teacher primarily- . ) ¢ :
_leétures 2,62 1.77 l.01 2.26.,. 2.13
58. Teacher prlmarlly * ‘ 4
assigns seatwork 5.02, 5.£§ 5.08 5.07 | .
59. Teacher priﬁarily < / /
uses class discussions 1.97  2.44 2.10 2.30 [.05
.60;-Téacher’command of * l* Lo Y ‘ R R E
subject matter 650 7. 6.14 6.22 - 6.42 .
{ t

, [
’ A - N
4 -t .

Y ket e

- ‘,‘.f::}‘i
{8 M .
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Table 13 (cont.)

- (Y

¢ Subject Matter Observed Section‘ |
Variable. . Math English First - Second, AXxXB

Means Means P Means Means p P

I3

61..Difficplt§ leyel of
teacher's questions

62. Teacher consistently
: plans sufficient work for
class

63. Teacher. consistently.
gives-feedback on 3551gned
work \ .

" 64. Coder, if 7th.or 8th
grader, would choose this --
_teacher

FACTOR I
Effect;veness of teacher

+/ organization, co;;;pl .9 . "l 50.03  49.92

'on of teacher
personal ) .
.49.83 ' 49,66

FACTOR III :

:Classwork usually takes
‘the form of seatwork rather ) ‘ ~ ,
than discussior, i . 0.44 - 49.61 50.10.

EACTOR'?V ) L. , . ‘ .
- Use of oral readlng J/' . ) o
" and drama Y . 4. . 48.65 4909

FACTOR V
Teacher conipetence,, } . o o
confidence . : 97| | 49.76 - 50.16

I3

{

[ AN

68 (totgél)
29 (math)
-39 (English)

| ’1«
Al
N =
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Table 14. Correlat:ions ‘Between Studeqt s Scores. for their o .
~#* Math and Engllsh Classes on Ratings of their Teachersl * - ‘ i
‘ ’ . - » ¢ ’ N » r } N |
VARIABLE v X = ' .
STUDENT RATINGS' OF TEACHER ‘ o e
ke « N . ~
- ~ d T . :’
e Student: ‘ B 3 s CoL R
. . .
1.- thinks the teacher ’knows. the - . \
subject well . . Y ‘ 198 -.10 ’
< - - { . .
2. thinks the teacher is always ¢ C ’ e S
-well prepared and organized , T 197 -.04
‘ " 3. thinks thé teacher enjoys teaching ) — 198 09 .
4. thinks the teacher is interested e e :
in knowing students as well as - - R Y
teaching them . 198 .01 -,
, 5.  feels comfortable asking questions - . .
) or asking for help 198 - .06, | C
o ' , ) . . . ‘:.,‘. »
6. . feels comfortable about going to . .o ] . .
. the teacher with a personal problem 195 .16% ! .
' . : ~ . ) - A o, . “""h.,\ . .
7. feels he/she has learned a great . . . o
¥ *~ deal in the class 196 < J14% -
. 8. has enjoyed éhe class, ) \ R TIN 197 .08 l T
. 9. would ask for this teacher ‘again RN ! . .
' next year - , . * . 197 " =.06 - i
x . e i R . . .
FACIOR I ° IR . : - s
- ! : . Generalized liking of teacher ) - - 198 | .02 ‘
£ . " ~ R o ;. o N . . ) ., .5 -Miq :',‘ : s
2 - FACIOR I ‘ NN v (
s -Student view of teacher's ’ o “ s
N “ comp.etency (females only) =~ ‘e > 112 ) ,'.02_’- ) ’
L FACTQR 111 ' , - o S
cee b Siudent view of°téacher's . o o o, ’§§ N
o ., ~ competency (males only) - - L. ' 83 . ~.18 . - >
’ "- - ' l"o' v ' : . ) s ) N A - ' { ' i
' FACTOR IV ‘ ‘ 2 o LT o
, Favorable teacher/student : . e b
N . - relationsh1p (females only) N o2 . .06 oo
. . . . N . o
I CBsCTR V0 ' I T,
D L\ Favorable teacher/student, R . . o
. ~.° relat;.onshlp (males only) L 83 ~-.04 ' -
N | T
, ! kkp 0L SR . Yo : - t

Lo *p < .05, N R 159. N : -
Du@&“w: - % LN e

IText Providad by ERIC. . f




Table 15 (cont.) .

17. gets along well with teacher, bas .
* positive affective interactions ///-\;98 “53%%

18. is aggressive, has "chip‘on his .
. shoulder", engages in physical or - .
verbal abuse of others 198 . 64%%

n

19, is irresponsible, doesn't turn in
work on time, comes w1thout,supplies 198 .63%%

i

20. continually talks to neiéhbors, turns

. around in chair to talk : 198 60**
. ! .‘
- . 21, lacks cooperativeness, shows no’\ B ‘
: desire to work with others,- . .
) disagrees frequently 192 < S4%%
=~ .22: is a behavior problem; disrupts class
frequently, is often .reprimanded, .
. criticized, etc. ) © 198 . +63%%
23."has athletic ability, is well : .
coordinated, muscular, etc, . 199 . . 60%*
24, uses profanity often--at least
s every few sentences . 197 S1*%
.25, displays EZademic feer leadership .
peers see the studert ag bright 198 .65%%
X [ °
FACTOR I . L
is not motivated or interested .
and has bad work habits- 199 - . 14%*
"FACTOR'II / = .
e 1. outgoing, soc1able, happy - interacts
' p051t1vely with Both teacher and peers . 199 . 18%%*.
) L ) .
.. - FACTOR 11 P g . o ( : ‘ 5
. i 1s.phy51cally mature and well coordlnated 199 T 20k%
5 f - v < -.,. e ﬁ‘ .‘ - . - e. REY ,';
_ FACTOR IV .. o ‘ ' & e
Lo s has antls%ciél ;endencles s, o 21199 ., 58%%
y: & ] - W + .
) **p < .01 ’ ,‘t‘ = ®
"*p .05 B v e : "

.. 181 "




Table 15 (cont.) .

17. gets along well with teacher, bas .
* positive affective interactions ///-\;98 “53%%

18. is aggressive, has "chip‘on his .
. shoulder", engages in physical or - .
verbal abuse of others 198 . 64%%

n

19, is irresponsible, doesn't turn in
work on time, comes w1thout,supplies 198 .63%%

i

20. continually talks to neiéhbors, turns

. around in chair to talk : 198 60**
. ! .‘
- . 21, lacks cooperativeness, shows no’\ B ‘
: desire to work with others,- . .
) disagrees frequently 192 < S4%%
=~ .22: is a behavior problem; disrupts class
frequently, is often .reprimanded, .
. criticized, etc. ) © 198 . +63%%
23."has athletic ability, is well : .
coordinated, muscular, etc, . 199 . . 60%*
24, uses profanity often--at least
s every few sentences . 197 S1*%
.25, displays EZademic feer leadership .
peers see the studert ag bright 198 .65%%
X [ °
FACTOR I . L
is not motivated or interested .
and has bad work habits- 199 - . 14%*
"FACTOR'II / = .
e 1. outgoing, soc1able, happy - interacts
' p051t1vely with Both teacher and peers . 199 . 18%%*.
) L ) .
.. - FACTOR 11 P g . o ( : ‘ 5
. i 1s.phy51cally mature and well coordlnated 199 T 20k%
5 f - v < -.,. e ﬁ‘ .‘ - . - e. REY ,';
_ FACTOR IV .. o ‘ ' & e
Lo s has antls%ciél ;endencles s, o 21199 ., 58%%
y: & ] - W + .
) **p < .01 ’ ,‘t‘ = ®
"*p .05 B v e : "
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Table 16. Correlations Between Teachers' Ratings of the
Same Students in Math and English Classes‘é

<3

l ' | ‘ ’ ‘
Voo g [4
pe VARIABLE ' . N T T
1. Student's motivation, compared to
f . the rest of the class . o 198 L61%*
. e - 14
2. Teacher would want the student-in )
_ his/her°elass again . 193 T 40%%
. .4
-2 s -
3.~ "Student"s academic performgnce, - . . ’ : L
. comparéd*ta_the'rest of the class © o+ 199 .60%**
. o ‘ ~ i
1 ° .
+ &4, Student's record for turning in / ) '
homework on time 182 . 58%*
’ : ' N *% :
,5. Student!s behavior in class - 199 .34 ,
S . - : 3
. - J &
L - [
A * . °
) . *P<g01 : . T,
) + .« *pg.05 o :
E . ¢ L ]
- N ~ e ’ '
. ¢ *
57 . -
@ . ° -
) . . %
. . -
s N ',
‘ 5 v \ . . > ®
! ° ' . o o =
~
. LY
& .
: - . ?
- 9 ~ ’ -~ - o
3 : Fod - v \ ‘ ’ A “ ) * -
ey s \\. LI @ " ° ° . ¥
e 1o, ) . - o o
~ . ’ ( ° "z 4t ¢
k4 ° . t“s ° 2 N
° - . °
% " - - . . ¢ . " . i ? e
© o " ‘-. o { & . ¥ . - - “
) ° ! ' 6 L ’\
P ) ——— . ' ) k 7 .
_' ° , & . , ' .. . L . ;"_ P e s ._ti
- ; sy » C, e - v
N a o o S S P :
te ' P ® é ' ? o - a‘ . - @ 'r"l
v L - - e
» ' ( L . N [N % 57 ¢
) b ’ ’ g 7 ‘p ‘?F f 4, A 4 ‘e .‘ agdo. [ 4 (
. - ’ '7
o . o t . e v e
o * { . A - ,
o> ' . - , ! . 2 5 v ‘
; » - 1, . ‘e N o . ;, [ :’A
' \ . M - .
il ¢ o€ ° -
P 7. < % . ’ ot )
o 1 s - s » o,
- . 62 , T,
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Table '17. Correlations between the Same Students' Mean Scores per Class
I ’Petfiod for their Math and English Classes' from the Low Inference
- Observational Coding Systeml ‘ '
-- L4 : q - ( -’ v ) ‘ e
< . VARIABLE - " N r :
Rate of..‘ P - o ‘ N ]
1. public.response opportunities .- 194 . 28%% .
2. process questions | ' ’ 194 .33%%
, b - . - . -
3. product questions N 194 AR
o . F ’ s R
4. " choice quBstions ! . 194 © -.,09 ‘
2 . & . -
. ~
5. opinion questions ) o 194 =.03
. * : ‘ "oy ®
: > 6. ’‘preselect-patterned type of selegtion . 194 -, 21%%
e . N . g ’
’ 7. preselect non-patterned type of . L SN - / , :
selection . T 194 -0
(S . -
o . . ‘
8. non-volunteer type of selection . 194. AR
. volunteer”type of selection , | . 194 2%k
- . e Kl / = .. - . L4 - A N
R 10. call-out type of selection S 194 J24%% .
. ! ) ‘ : :
11. <correct answers . ) 194 2 25%%
12. incorrect answers ' . . 194 .10 s
13. "don't know' answers : . 194 . =04
> 1l4. no responses ™. - . 7 194 .- .10%* @ - ’
. ' < '
15. student-initiated questions © 194 . ,52%% '
o - P .
« 3 . . . ’ 2 :
, 16. studentsinitiated comments 194 - L42%%
’ . t ’ / , 3
e © - ' . )
17. wscademic praise ° ° . . 194~ [ 1%,
. Lo ® e : 4 .
o F - . * I ° N .
. 18. academic criticism . . 194 19%% , -
%9 © .‘ * . ¢ ‘! ’ ' Yy -~
v "; . .19. -student initiations evoking a negative Y, . . ’
vyt * teacher response . .. . -y 194 21%% '
. P KO N :
, Oy . N . \ peoo
T e - M . } , .
;. ,9;5 s % . 20, total sustamlng feedback N S 44 .13 .
RO s S Terd gt ; ! w < J i; ' i ¢ e@ : t N
o v . 4 ’ v‘ N - . : ’4 . \ \
2o e ’ ? { et e . -
‘3 - s L4 o L ; — - s fi . .
‘/ i . P 4 ! : ) v ,
[ * o ® i ’ ,2 - )\ \ i
v °* e LI ’ A e . v -
« * '&.ol ¢ u; e‘ A 2 { \ [ ’ ,/.'A \.}‘ s
A : 163 o T T Loty
o ’ w. “ “ v
: Q o B, e % - - s -:’ { Coe ‘
" N ; . . . - B N
) EMC. o, ' e . »‘3 o et . A The g -
{, w@&:’:‘ W g S, «‘\;0. S o s \f: A ‘f . b4 > s *
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o *.  Table 17.( . C ‘ \ .
. e ’ s sy . o /
-1 ) - 3 . - N r
e * _}..\ , 3 L / . R — :—— i ; ¢
A ' / . vl
- o . :
- .+  Rate of: - T o A
. v ’ . / >
- - o 21 sustaining feed.back given ?ng answers : o
P in academic response/offﬂprtundtles . . .
. T L. context  , .-, . 194 L16%% ; )
- ‘. . v v . N N b ) M N - - g
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correct answers which teacher praised - , .07

@orrect»answers after which teacher asked new
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correct answers after which teacher gave process // & .
feedback : . . . 20%*
incorrect answers which teacher criticized L =05
incorrect arswers after which teacher repeated the - ‘ .
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incorrect answers after which teacher simplified
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-37. incorrect answers after which teacher gave the answer 23 N
38. incorrect answers after which teacher asked another .
student . . s ' -.15 y
39. incorrect’ answers aftpr which another student called o oo
out the answer . . -.07 =
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40. "don't know" and no response answers after which
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' teacher ‘criticized -.04 :
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41. "don't know! and no response answers aftef which ’ v
teacher repeated the question ) -.08 *°
42. "don't know" and_no response answers after which . .
teacher s1mp11f1ed ‘the question .07
- . . ’ . N
43. "don't know" and no response answers after which o ¥
. teacher asked a new question no data
- . P . N
44. "don't know" and ng response answers after-which T
. ‘teacher asked a non-academic question .« =.03
45. "don't know" and no tesporse answers-after which e
teacher gave process feedback .09 .
46. "don't know" and no response answers after which ‘ '
teacher gave the answer -.12
47. "don't know" and no resporse answers after whichy ‘ .
teacher asked another student Sl -.24
48. "don't know!*and no nesponse answers aftet which
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49. rocess questions which students answered
P .
~incorrectly:- .13
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"don't ‘know" .
. Y . . ~
choice questions which students angwered with
"don't know"

process questions to which students gave no
response answers .‘ ‘

' v
product questions to which students gave no
response answers
choice questions to which students gave no
response answers

preselected, patterned turn students who were
asked product questions .
>

preselected, non-patterned. turn*students who
were' asked process questions

-~
preselected non-patterned turn students who
were asked product questions
preselected, nonhpatterned turn students who .
were- asked "choice questions

process questions directed to non-colunteers
. . »
product questions directed to non-volunteers

choiece questions directed to non-volunteers

.binion.questions dirgcted to non-volunteers

choices questions di cted to volunteers,’

”opinion questions ‘directed to volunteers

process: questions answered by a sﬁudent calling
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product questions answer%d by a student calling

. oyt . . 25%%
choice questions answered by a student calling ¢
put; . ; ) . /_'; o / . ) ¢ 1
opinion questions answered by a student calling
‘out ¥ . ) . no data
answers to' process questions which teacher praised - .24
answers to product-questions which teacher praised’ .03
answers to choice questions which teacher:praised:' no data
answers tgigpinion questions which teacher praised no data
answers 'to process questions wh1ch teacher criticized no data
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answers to product questions wh1ch teacher criticized -.04
process questions after which teacher repeated ‘& o
“the question’ - .~ .no data .’
product questions after which teacher repeated o »
the question ~ = ",;7 Lo, 0L
< e, -‘/ R
choice questions after which 5eacher repeated - - 7 .~
the question '~9°ho‘data
process’ questions after wh1ch teacher simpllfied .
the questifn . 2 .16
product questions after.which teacher simplified )
the question .05
- choice quéstions after which teacher simplhfied ‘ "
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process questions after which teacher asked a new
question ~ . ~.08
product questions dfter wh1ch teacher asked a new - ‘'
question . -.04
 choice questions’ after which teacher asked a new ’
question L R - =,38
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feedback, . a no data
101. op1n10n questions after whrch teacher gave process »
feedback ne data
w . .
102.  process questions after which teacheragave the
answer .18°
103. product questlons after wh1ch teacher gave the
answer . , JA1 -
s . 1Y * . - 'f'
104. choice questions after which teachfr.gave the -
answer T ¢ ‘ -no-data“ |
-
v ’ _ i
! ' "
) / 1 7 1 ) I
- . s 1 LRSS \ \ e AR W":ﬂy_ [ERY SY
- . “ . , . N
\

w

- -,

LR




\ ‘ . ..
\4 " Lo Y > \‘ . 1 AN Y :\\%- =< LAY & oL 1
ERIC . - s . : _ C
Yz

]

\ \ —— N
. / ]
Table 18- (cont.) .

M A"
1 105. process questions after which teacher asked
another student : <4

-~ 4
v
. i
-~

106." proddct questions after which teacher asked -
another student

.

1

. 107. choice questr\ns after Wthh teacher asked

. another ‘student )

108. *procesg questions after which @nother student
called out, the dnswer ,

; B
109. product questions after which another student
called out the answer
110. choigg questions after which another student
cal§fd out the answer, ~ .

, 111, preselected, paﬁterned turh students who
answered 1ncorrect1y

-

‘112, preselected non-patterned turn students who

answered incorrectl .
i y .
113.. ndﬂ—ﬁolunteers who answered*incorrect&y
M

114. volunteers who answered incorrectly -

115. call-out students who answeredijicorrectly

-

with "don't know"
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: . andweted with "don't Know" .
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SN . . . p .
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N
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123. preselected, patterned turn students whom teacher
praised .
124, preselected, non-patterned turn students whom
teacher praised ‘
125. non—volunteers whom teacher praised
126. volupteers whom teacher praised 4
. ) / ,
127. call-out students whom teacher praised
- = 7 v
128. non-volunteers whom teacher criticized
. . } - .
129. call-out students whom teacher criticized
" 130. preselected patterned turn students for whom
teacher repedted the question
131. preselected patterned turn students for whom
teacher repeatbd the’ question i
132. non-volunteers for whom teacher‘repeafg’ﬂthe "
questlon '
133. volunteers for whom teacher repeatad the question
134. call-out students for whom teacher repeated the
) question » . »
135. preselected,; pattérned turn students for whom
teacher simplified the question -
136. preselected, non—patterned turn students for whom
) teacher simfplified the question | .
(83 . ¢
137. noén-volunteers for whom teacher simplified the
question . .
138. volunteers for whom teacher simplified the question
139. cali-out students for whom teacher simpI&fied-the'.
questiop
140. preselecsed patterned turn students whom_teacher

asked new questions
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asked new-questions R -.26
.o 142, non-volunteers whom teacher asked new questions - -.93‘
143. volunteers whom teacher asked new questions - YLo-05 -
144, call-out students whom .teacher asked new questions .07
- ‘ : , ' - - .
. 145. preselected patterned turn students wbdm‘teacher A
gave non-academic feedback o~ . TP data
Fa . >

‘fh

146. non-volunteers whom teacher gave non-acadgmic

feedback . oL F ~.02 3
. - S 2 S
147. ‘volunteers whom teacher gave non-acadehic feedback -.02
- [ . :
T 148. call-out|students whom teacher gave non—academlc
feedbac . 7-.02

H

teacher integrated into the class discussiog

—

’ 149, preselected, patterned turn students whose ansWers- L
no data t,

150. preselected non-patterned turn students whose:. !

- answers teachér 1ntegrated intd, the class discussion .86%*
o i

0

151. nom-volunteers whose answers teafher integrated 1nto

v . the class discussion . ve3bF%
. . J ) LW
152. volunteers whose answers teacher iRtégrated into
. the class discussion , . 27%%
. - 153. call-out students whose answers teacher integrated 4
' jinto the class discussion ! . $32%—
- . . 3
154. non~volunteers whom teachér gave no feedback T -.02
» —
) 155. volunteers whom%teacher\gave no feedback ' : -.02 _
- . g T ' ] M , ) . ,~ .
' ° 156. call-out students whom teacher gave no feedback -.03 =
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gave the answer <. v . T, 17
,‘\ b 1
Y 163. preselected, non-pat terned turn students whom teacher L *
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- . - ’ W )
164. non+yolunteers whom teacher gave the answer .14,
165. volunteers whom teacher gave the answer ) -.03 C .
- ) ¢ . . ’ v
166. /7€T170ut students whom teacher gave the answer .04 ) , i
’ M ’ g « s . '
167. 'preselected, patterned turn students whose turns ). .
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o~ ‘ ' ., - ®
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. v ~ H N
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. s | s
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asking’ another gtudent . ;.06 - - o
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- “ -
p 173. volunteers whose: turns another student terminated by . . v
: ) ca111ng out . =03~
e 174, call—éut students’whoée turns anothet“sﬁ&deﬁt g ' - ,
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177. correct answers given-by non-volunteers SB5%k .
‘ . . . e e v .
178. correct answers given by volunteers . . N\ . 20%% ‘
. . - ( ! a + ‘.”Z
179. correct answers given by students who called out 5o 37 k% .
& Y
- , £ & g‘
180. incorrect. apswers given by preselected, patterned \ )
———— turn students * =1 -

«

’

181. incorrect answers -given by pre§elected, non- /T~
patterned turn students ’

) ’ ’
182. 1incorrect answers given by non-Volunteers
183. incorrect answers given gy volunteers

184, incorrect answers given by students who called out

]
»

185. ‘'don't know" or no response answers given by
. .preselegfed, patterned turn students- :

186., "don't know" and no response answets.given by
- preselacted, non-patterned turn students
. - s
187. "dor't know" and no response answers-givén by N

‘

. non-volunteers o
’ ’
188. incorrect answers after which teacher gave sustaining
feedback _ : >

189.° "don't" know" and no response answers after which

; teacher gawe sustaining feedback K
\ l‘ '. I , . . )

190. all response opportunities after ‘which teacher gave

sustaining feedback .

.

4

¢

» ) N } Qi ! -
-Student Initiated: . v,
‘$ Al
-191. questions and comments .which were questions
I92. questions and comments which were comments )
193. questions which wete called-out iy
194. called-out questions which were relevant
. A PEIToN -—r%
195. relevant questions which wegye called-out am{
‘' criticized 7 ‘ "
- —
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. 25%
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-.00
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elevant questjdnskwhich were chlled;out and ,
%gnoregf‘ . ] e
197. - relevant.questions which %ere called- out and not
- accepted Y .
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